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roduietion 


A lie can travel halfway around the world while the truth is 


putting on its shoes. Mark Twain 


My PERSONAL JOURNEY 


' n my first book, The liberated Man,' I shared my feelings about the impor- 
i tance of independent women for secure men and the contribution of the 
women’s movement in fostering women’s self discovery. My mother’s death, prior 
to the women’s movement, was due, in part, to not living at a time in which she 
was encouraged to explore all aspects of herself. And her death was doubtless 
part of the motivation that led me to spend three years on the board of directors 
of the National Organization for Women in New York City, an experience that 
deepened my excitement about women’s potential. That was in the ’70s. 

As the women’s movement moved from mocked to mainstream, I increas- 
ingly sensed. an anger toward men that permeated our culture as unnoticed as 
bacteria in water. Women were asking, “Why are men such jerks?” and “Why are 
men afraid of commitment?” and men were confused: Why would a woman want 
commitment from a jerk? . 

As women spoke, they wondered, “Why can’t men listen?” As they pleaded 
for intimacy, they feared men cared only about sex. The 600 or so men’s and 
women’s groups I had formed helped me to hear what was behind women’s anger 
and what men could barely say. ‘The findings took the form of Why Men Are the 
Way They Are,* written to answer women’s questions about men in a way that 
rang true for men. That was in the ’80s. 

I felt mixed emotions about these decades . . . as if they were the best of 
times and the worst of times between the sexes. The sexes have never commu- 
nicated as much, nor have they ever divorced as much; they have never known 
so much about raising a child’s self-esteem and never left their children so desta- 


bilized. ‘The male role (mostly) has never been so successful at expanding 
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women’s life expectancy (by over 50 percent in the twentiéth century), yet never 
been so blamed for its neglect of women. 

In retrospect, I saw the ’50s as the decade of the family; the ’60s, as the decade 
of men (sex without marriage; freedom; questioning authority); and the last three 
decades of the millennium, the decades of women. Unfortunately, while the 
decade of men also released women (birth control, professional choices, sexual 
self-discovery), the decades of women are in many ways a dark age for men. | 

Since the beginning of the women’s movement, the suicide rate for women 
has decreased by about a third, while the suicide rate for men has increased by 
about 15 percent,’ yet we’ve focused only on the damage to women’s self-esteem. 
Something, was going on... | 

By the late 80s, the anger toward men had become institutionalized. It was 
dividing families and poisoning love. ‘I'he newest dirty word was not a four-letter 
word, it was a three-letter word: men. ‘l'he women’s movement had done a won- 
derful job of freeing women from sex roles, but no one did the same for men. The 
more women gained advantages, the more its movement went from favoring 
equality to fearing equality. Big feminism became like big labor: Both started by 
correcting an imbalance; both became so preoccupied with getting protection 
that soon everyone near them needed protection from them. 

I began to feel that as women spoke up and men didn’t, men and masculin- 
ity were becoming demonized and the baby was being thrown out with the bath- 
water. Soon I began distinguishing among the feminism [ loved (what I now call 
empowerment feminism) and the two forms of feminism I feared (victim femi- 
nism and competitive feministn). 

Empowerment feminism empowers a woman by encouraging her to develup 
all of her potential without regard to gender. It isthe feminism I shall always sup- 
port. Victim feminism focuses on how men and society systematically view 
women as second-class citizens and incapable, and any accomplishments a 
woman achieves are despite these barriers. Competitive feminism does not stop 
with saying women have it bad: It says that women have it worse than men; 
women’s victimhood was caused by men. It arrives:at these conclusions by exag- 
gerating women’s burdens and understating men’s. Competitive feminism cre- 
ates a male catch-22: If he says nothing, he looks like a deadbeat or oppressor; if 
he points out the exaggeration, he appears to be anti-woman. — 

Both Parts Il and III are rife with examples of victim and competitive femi- 
nism, but with solutions as to how they can become empowerment feminism. If 
victim and competitive feminism have resulted in the last third of the twentieth 
century being dark ages for men, they haven't done so without men being a co- 
conspirator. 
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For six years I sorted out my feelings on these issues and worked to make A a 
The Myth of Male Power a new paradigm of men and power, and a more progres- 
sive male-female dance. | had come to feel that men’s traditional definition of 
power did not give men real power. Men had come to define power as feel- 
ing obligated to earn money that someone else spends while he dies 
sooner. That felt to me like a better definition of obligation and responsibility. 
The Myth of Male Power redefined “power” as controlling one’s own life. 

The research on The Myth of Male Power helped me ferret out what I came 

to feel was the biggest misunderstanding in my thinking as a feminist -my fail- 
ure to understand that, historically, neither sex had power; both sexes had roles. 
Our fathers and mothers had responsibilities, not rights; they had obligations, 
not options. Women were obligated to raise children; men were obligated to raise 
money. Earning money was not male privilege, it was male obligation. Privilege 
was about options, like the option to raise children or raise money; it was the op- 
tion to spend money. . . . ‘That was in the 90s. 
However, the breadth of Ihe Myth of Male Power—explaining perhaps a 
hundred myths about men that created the larger myth of male power, explain- 
ing how our genetic heritage had come into conflict with our genetic future; 
proposing not a women’s movement condemning men or a men’s movement con- 
denning women, but a gender transition movement- neglected to counter somé 
myths in enough depth to expect social change. And it neglected a method of 
communicating about these myths that could increase love without sacrificing 
honesty to do it. Myths first . . . 

Some of the myths were so ingrained that thoughtful people could not be 
expected to drop them in response to a few paragraphs of explanation. For exam- 
ple, a conscientious feminist running a battered women’s shelter would fear sub- 
jecting vulnerable women to a new treatment plan based on a few paragraphs 
explaining why their treatment program was based on false assumptions about 
men. She would need more depth before she could make responsible changes. 

In-depth redefining is important, but women can't hear what men don't say 
partly because of the way men say it. And partly because it's so difficult to listen 
to anything we don’t really want to: hear. 

So Women Can't Hear What Men Don't Say has to be abont more than the 
substance of myths. It has to also be about process. The process of communi- 
cating difficult feelings; the process of listening to difficult feelings. | 

If | were to choose for myself a heritage of teaching men and women every- 
thing there is to understand about each other, or teaching men and women 
how to understand, | would choose the latter. The process is more important 


than the substance. The process is like learning to ride a bicycle or use a com- 
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puter: The process will be useful even when the substance changes. The process 
is Part I. ` 

The substance of Women Cant Hear What Men Don't Say will put the 
process to the test. All of us give lip service to having an open mind. The sub- 
stance of this book will ask us to put our money where our mouth is, so to speak. 
That’s Part II. More on that later. 

Part I, then, is about the process it takes to understand someone who has a 
different perspective, be that person a husband or wife, a parent or a child, an 
employer or employee, a brother or sister, a Conservative or Liberal. . . . And 
even more important, it is about the ability to not only handle personal criticism, 
but to create a safe environment for it. 

My feelings that political agreement was less important than listening skills 
emerged in the late ’60s and early "70s when I was in college (at Montclair State 
University in New Jersey) and during graduate school at UCLA and NYU. I was 
one of those Vietnam War protestors who was a civilian, a Civil Rights advocate 
who was white, a gay rights supporter who was straight—someone your dad 
probably wanted to wrap up in a Soviet flag and burn. It was no surprise to any- 
one that by 1970, right after the women’s movement surfaced in 1969, I was a 
male on New York City’s board. of ‘directors of the National Organization for 
Women. 

To my liberal friends, I was a certified liberal; to my conservative friends, I 
was a hopeless liberal. But to me, liberalism was never the issue—listening was. 
When, instead of listening, we pigeonholed feminists as “bra burners,” slandered 
African-Americans as “niggers,” branded war protesters as “commies,” and de- 
rided gays as “queers,” I felt sad. It seemed to me that labeling was the lobotomy 
of our soul. 

The gap between my friends’ and my desire to hear everyone's story left my 
liberal friends aghast when I argued that even those on our enemy list deserved 
an equal-opportunity ear. But this time the equal-opportunity ear was not to hear 
the story of the gay black Communist Vietnamese female—it was to hear the 
straight white European-American male . . . , er, me. (Oh, my. Wasn't “he” the 
oppressor? Weren't we defending the oppressed?) 

The problem was that listening to myself required more confrontation of self 
than did listening to the perspectives of gays, blacks, women, and Vietnamese 
Communists. Which made it deliciously tempting to indulge our standard es- 
cape from listening to men: “Haven't we been listening to men’s stories for thou- 
sands of years?” 

But among those men was my own dad. When all was optimal, dad left 
home at 7 to 8 a.M. and returned at 6 to 7 p.m. That optimal work week—of fifty- 

| five hours—was when he didn’t work overtime. Or have to take a second job. Or 
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go to school at night. Often, though, my dad, and many of the dads in our neigh- ) 
borhood, put in a total of sixty to eighty hours per week, with that combination 

of work, overtime, school, and commuting. Sometimes oùr home must have 
seemed less his castle than his mortgage. 

Eventually dad got his reward—managing a company in Holland. The com- 
pany moved our family of five to Holland. Mom, though, found Holland too rainy 
and lonely. Dad responded by putting his company on notice, moving the family 
back to the United States, and staying alone in Holland until he could join us. 
Once back in the United States, though, his age—and having just quit his last 
job—kept him from finding a job managing another company. He was soon sell- 
ing Fuller brushes door to door.so my sister Gail and I could go to college where, 
ironically, I would learn why he should be on my enemy list. 

For years, I never asked my dad how he felt selling Fuller brushes. But once, 
he did tell me how empty he felt walking the street, banging on doors, persuad- 
‘ing some woman it was worth it to buy a brush from him at twice the price of a 
supermarket; and how bad he felt that the promises to Mom (his reasons for 
coming home late at nights and working weekends) had amounted to nothing. 
These realities were in such stark contrast to my theories of male privilege that it 
stopped me in my tracks. 

And then I saw Mr. Longson, our next-door neighbor, die of a heart attack in 
his fifties. I began to wonder about calling it male power when he fulfilled his 
obligation to earn money his family spent while he died early. I realized that Mr. 
Longson and my dad had not had their internal stories and fears expressed, only 
repressed. To this day, I hear the stories of the women on my staff, but not those 
of the men who collect my garbage. 

Removing my blinders, though, also removed my feminist support system. It 
was sad to feel that their support was dependent on my blinders. Feminists 
brought me not only my nurturance—my psychological support-—but also my fi- 
nancial support. Removing my blinders severely damaged my financial success, 
but it deepened my soul as it forced me to confront the self-righteousness that 
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sometimes seeped in as I viewed myself as “more enlightened,” “unique,” and 
“sensitive” for being “one of the few men” who could hear the perspectives of 
women. Hopefully, via that confrontation, it deepened those qualities in reality. 
And it certainly helped me distinguish between friends and political allies: 
Friends valued my integrity; political allies valued my agreement. It helped me 
understand that everyone had moccasins that needed a little wearing—even 


men. 
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IF MEN HAVE PROBLEMS, WHY AREN’T THEY SPEAKING UP? 


Sharing fears and feelings will happen more slowly for men than with any other 
group, because although men, like women, received love by solving problems for 
others, the process it took for men to solve problems involved a more complete 
repression of his own problems. A man didn’t tell his sergeant in the army that 
he, too, had some perspectives and problems the sergeant should consider. . . 
That would not have led to the man becoming the officer and the gentleman, but 
a failure and a reject, and he didn’t notice many women rushing to a movie called 
A Failure and a Reject. 

For men, success has always been the best preventive medicine to avoid the 
cancer of female rejection ( . . . as well as everyone else’s). Success came from re- 
pressing feelings, not expressing feelings. For women, expressing weakness and 
fear attracted a savior; for men, expressing weakness and fear attracted con- 
tempt. Hearing a man complain makes a woman feel like a mother, not a lover. 
Complaining was part of women’s evolutionary heritage; for men, complaining is 
an evolutionary shift. 


Women will not respect men until they speak up. But this does not mean | 


women will respect men as soon as they speak up. The reason women ultimately. 
respect a man who speaks up is hecause he must jump over hurdles, and his will- 
ingness to do it shows he cares, and his ability to do it earns respect. For exam- 
ple... 

Some women say, when a man speaks up, that he must be a woman hater. 
That’s one of the hurdles. For a man, that’s perhaps the most painful one because 
he is speaking up so his love for a woman can be more genuine. He feels like he’s 
been hit below the belt, like women wanting to hear his feelings is a fraud. But for 
some women, criticism does feel like hatred. She has just expressed her feeling. 

The first part of this book is about helping both sexes know how to take po- 
tentially destructive mutual misunderstandings like that and turn them into love. 
Ultimately, this book is about both sexes speaking and both sexes listening in a 
radically different way. But prior to the “ultimately,” there are reasons men are 
the silent sex, and men need to let women know their intent when they make a 
transition from suppression to expression. 

For example, a man needs to Jet a woman know that his intent in speaking 
up is to have a more intimate relationship with an equal partner—that to not 
speak up is to treat her like a child. | 

If a man is not speaking up out of a need to protect, he is creating something 
worse than a parent-child relationship. He becomes like a permissive parent who 


ZA soon finds himself needing protection from the child who knows no one’s per- 
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spective but her or his own. This is what men’s silence has created both individ- ] 
ually and socially. 

It is not the men who confront women directly that women need to fear; it 
is the men who fear confronting women because they don't think there's any 
hope, they “know” she'll never understand, or they're unwilling to risk the possi- 
bility she will call him “woman hater.” When men do not speak up it demon- 
strates a blend of fear of women and contempt for women with a lack of courage. 
That cannot coexist with truly loving a; woman as an equal partner. 

In contrast, a man who speaks up is engaged. A man who is engaged cares. 
He has hope. He is risking for the hope of intimacy. But a man needs to let a 
woman know that is his intent. She'll recognize the truth in it. On some level she 
already knows it. She just needs to know he knows it, and that that’s where he’s 
coming from. She needs that assurance. | 

Another hurdle: When Dr. Laura (Schlessinger) researched Ten Stupid 
Things Men Do to Mess Up Their Lives, she “asked my male listeners to write or 
fax me suggestions for the stupid things men do. I got thousands of responses of 
the most moving, vulnerable, meaningful material. But women have not been 
open to hearing it. . . . Women feel angry and threatened by men’s feelings. ‘Ihey 
don't really want men to be sensitive, just sensitive to their (women’s) feelings.” 

Both sexes fear confronting their partner. When I first became involved with 
the National Organization for Women, women would invite me for dinner and 
ask me to share my feminist perspectives with their husband so they could be 
shielded from his response. Similarly, men who are honest often find the honesty 
costs more than it was worth. A single man or woman can afford to weed out of 
their lives someone who cannot handle who they are. But for couples with chil- 
dren it's more complex. 

Some of America’s most powerful men have personally shared with me how 
their own life matches the experiences about which I write, but they shudder 
with the thought of sharing this with their own wives—“If I disagree with her, it'll 
just cause trouble . . . I can’t just consider myself; we have children too.” When. 
the world’s opinion leaders feel they cannot differ with their own wives . . . 

Fortunately, many. women feel supported when men speak up. And many 
women are feeling so strongly about the need to create a better world for children 
that they are speaking up even when men are silent. The man in charge of the 
1-800-SEE-DADS hotline told me more than half the calls they. received were 
made by women.” Often the woman was a second wife who saw how much her 
new husband loved his children. She was angry at him for placating his ex and 
shocked that the system could allow his ex to prevent him from being with the 
children. In many cases she felt that she and her new husband could provide 
more balance for the children than could a single mom. This woman is perhaps 


INTRODUCTION 


NTRODUCTION 


the first to experience how the Second Wives’ Club loses when the First Wives’ 
Club wins. 

Millions of women will be second wives. And millions more won't because 
the man they love is still in shock at his last transition from husband to a mem- 
ber of the men’s auxiliary of the First Wives’ Club. 


FEELINGS AND DATA 


I like feelings a lot more than data. Yet there's a lot of data in this book. Many 
women will be tempted to say, “Why can’t you just tell me how you feel—-I can 
listen to that. That means more to me than a statistic.” 

How men feel is crucial; but if a man said, “I just don’t feel men are more vi- 
olent to women than women are to men,” most women would just say, “Sorry, 
you're wrong,” and dismiss him as an ignorant chauvinist. 

Without responsible, concrete information, we get stuck in the quicksand of 
self-fulfilling prophecies. When the society has no awareness that men are bat- 
tered by women in significant numbers, we don't develop hotlines, so we don't 
hear men’s feelings; we don’t develop shelters, so we don’t hear men’s feelings; 
we don't train social workers to be sensitive to men who get hit first, so they de- 
velop treatment programs based on what they can see. Without responsible new 
information neither sex nor any social workers can be asked to alter a working 
paradigm. And that only occurs if we care enough to let it in. ` 

The best hope of knowledge is the creation of caring. Until Rachel Carson 
wrote Silent Spring, we didn’t have enough knowledge to care about the insecti- 
cides that poison our food. Women Can't Hear What Men Don't Say, which is 
about the “silent sex,” provides the knowledge to care about the myths that are 
the insecticides that poison our love for men. It will succeed only if it inspires 
others to share their stories. The numbers help men know they are not alone; 
they help women know that these are not just my opinions. It takes the personal 
stories and the numbers for a critical mass to care. And care creates the search 
for solutions. 

Anger toward men is perpetuated as much: by men’s blindness as by 
women’s. lf a person doing a survey on housework asks a man what housework 
he has done in the past week, and he has just remodeled the house, he may say 
“none” because he doesn’t consider remodeling the house to be “housework.” If 
a man had just come back from a camping vacation and he drove the family 
everywhere, and the person doing the housework survey asked him about his 
contributions during the week, chances are he would not mention his time driv- 
ing, setting up the tent, packing the car, or organizing the trip. He’d be as likely 

i to say, “None—we were on vacation.” As men learn to explain their contribu- 


tions, women see how men contribute, feel more like a partner than a slave, feel | 
less used and more loved. 

The hope of this book (if a book can have hope) is that by doing the hard 
work of gathering, documenting, double-checking, publishing, and publicizing 
data that has fallen short of the public consciousness, millions of men will not 
fear being thought of as fools when they share what they would otherwise fear 
might be an isolated observation. And millions of women will discover who men 
are. A woman who understands her dad discovers she was loved more than she 
knew, which allows her to love her husband more fully and nurture her son more 
completely. 


THE GOALS OF PARTS I, If, AND III 


Our poor socialization to effectively give and receive personal criticism does 
more to destroy families than any other weakness. Why? Handling criticism is 
the Achilles’ heel of us mortals. The more we love someone the more difficult it 
is to handle criticism from them because we fear it means losing their love. Iron- 
ically, when we can't hear criticism from them, we lose their love; when-we can, 
we strengthen their love. ‘This book seeks to strengthen that skill so there will be 
stronger matriages and fewer divorces. 

Am I being redundant when I say stronger marriages and fewer divorces? 
No. Many marriages that are legally together “for the children” are minirnum se- 
curity prisons for the parents. Togetherness is usually better for the children than 
divorce, but “minimum security—prison togetherness” is still an inferior role 
model for teaching children to love. Strengthening our skills at giving and re- 
ceiving personal criticism creates both stronger marriages and fewer divorces. 
And better parenting. 

I have put more emphasis in Part I on hearing personal criticism well than 
on giving it well because therapists are good at helping people give criticism ef- 
fectively, but have spent less time helping people handle criticism that is badly 
given. Many therapists are by nature sensitive and oriented toward protection, so 
guiding people to be sensitive in the way they criticize comes more naturally than 
teaching people to handle criticism given badly. Problem is, almost anyone who 
is criticized tries to “kill” the criticizer before they are killed by the criticism, so 
criticism is almost always given back badly even if it's given out sensitively. In 
Part I, I will explain why that is true and what to do about it. 

Part I’s real goal, though, is to do more than refrain from killing the criticizer. 
It is to feel genuine compassion for the person doing the criticism. No. It is more 
than that. It is to predictably feel genuine compassion for the person doing the 


criticism. So the person criticizing can depend on a safe environment. Your in- 
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- centive? You give this to a partner who is giving it to you—so your ‘incentive is 


also receiving a safe environment for expressing your most upsetting fears. 

You'll notice that the fourth chapter is about how to get men to express feel- 
ings. This chapter will surprise you with the confluence of contradictory mes- 
sages we send men about feelings: the number of ways we undermine men 
expressing their feelings even though we say we want men to express feelings. It 
is the first chapter that makes clear how men’s external world affects men’s in- 
ternal world. It makes clear what we can do about it personally, and, because the 
influences are also external, politically. 

Most books dealing with relationship or personal issues steer clear of politi- 
cal issues. The assumption underlying Women Can't Hear What Men Don't Say 
is that that is a cop-out. When we learn to communicate at home by talking while 
others are talking, or debating more than listening, we tend to become politically 
more rigid—we develop a “hardening of the categories” and are attracted to po- 
litical ideologies and religions that make us right and others wrong. 

Even more important to this book, politics and social attitudes affect our 
personal relationships. If you have a dad who grew up during the Depression, you 
know he still has a thing about saving money, and that affects his relationship 
with your mom. A woman growing up in the fifties was much less likely to even 
think of becoming a corporate executive than if she grew up just twenty years 
later. And that difference affects her selection of a husband and the way she and 
her husband raise children. 

The difference in politics and attitudes facing a soldier returning from Viet- 
nain than that facing a soldier returning from World War II affected these men’s 
attitudes toward themselves and everyone in their lives. And the everyday per- 
sonality of millions of men (in contrast with their female peers) was molded by 
the political decision to require only men to be drafted or become conscientious 
objectors, thus forcing every eighteen-year-old boy into either interpreting patri- 
otism as requiring his disposability, or experiencing a crisis of conscience that 
would pit him against the U.S. government. That choice between disposability 
and powerlessness was called a rite of passage into manhood. That same choice 
still exists only for our eighteen-year-old sons (who must still register for the draft 
or pay a quarter-million dollars and be barred from federal employment for the 
rest of their lives). 

Today we have a social and political attitude toward men. Or, as our kids 
would put it, when it comes.to men we have an “attitude.” Part II shows how that 
political attitude affects our personal lives. How, for example, as it exposes us to 
headlines about women doing more housework, but not men doing more remod- 


eling, painting, or gutter cleaning, a woman becoines resentful as she picks up 


his underwear. Because she sees no headline saying she’s not doing half the paint- || 
ing, gutter cleaning, or repairs (e.g., “Study Finds Women Complain, Men Re- 
pair”), nothing modulates her resentment. As she hears men’s perspective and 
also understands the underlying process that has cut her off from men’s per- 
spective, she has the opportunity to deepen her love for men and raise her son 
more effectively. 

Part II does more than give us examples of myths that create anger toward 
men—it makes us aware of what we need to ask before we can determine 
whether we are being told the full truth when we hear the news. Why, for exam- 

ple, do we believe that men batter women more than. women batter men when 
we've had extensive research to the contrary for a quarter century? Clarifying 
these myths is like cleaning filters; allowing us to breathe the air but not the pol- 
lution, like the thresher that separates the wheat from the chaff. 

Part III allows us to see the results of that anger in the form of man bashing, 
and the biases of the institutions that disseminate it: what I will call “The Lace 
Curtain.” The Lace Curtain is the tendency of most major institutions to inter- 
pret gender issues from only a feminist perspective, or from a combination of 
feminist and female perspectives. As we look closely at the anger, it is apparent 
what women are angry about and what we can do about it so our children don't 
inherit it. 

In brief, Women Can't Hear What Men Don't Say is asking men to take the 
primary responsibility for, first, doing the hard work it takes to get in touch with 
their feelings, then for speaking up in the first third of the twenty-first century 
just as women did in the last third of the twentieth century. But it suggests there 
are powerful reasons men have difficulty revealing their real vulnerabilities to the 
women. they love—reasons powerful enough to make it predictable men would 
reach the moon before they expressed their feelings. Until we understand the re- 
lationship between the personal, social, political, and biological wires, we won't 
be able to disentangle them for our sons or ourselves. Fortunately, we don’t need 
perfect answers to make progress. 

It is my hope to strengthen our resolve to destroy man hating before it de- 
stroys our sons and daughters’ relationships, and the lives of their children. It is 
not my hope to make man hating politically incorrect, but to add the information 
and emotional perspectives we need to dissolve the hatred that creates it. 

It is my hope that by both exposing the myths about men and exposing the 

_ process that creates those myths, I will contribute to stopping a process that is 
leaving our children without fathers and our sons without self respect; that is di- 
viding the sexes and poisoning love. 


It is my hope that by making the environment safe for men to speak up, men 
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will be inspired to be in touch with their feelings, do their homework, learn to 
speak with love, and then speak. As for me, I will do this less than perfectly. I will 
be just like the men you love. 

Nothing helps my ability to communicate more than hearing from my read- 


ers. Write me, teach me, grow me. Write to me at: 


PM B 222 
315 South Coast Highway 101, Suite 4 
Encinitas, CA 92024-2555 


and check out: 
www.warrenfarrell.com 


PART I 


PAINE LNG 


COMMUNICATE 
WITH ANYONE, 
ANYWHERE, 


ANYTIME 





The Most Important Thin 
to Understand About Men... 
In tact, Aboul Anyong 


There will always be a hattle between the sexes because men 
and women want different things. Men want women and 


women want men. GEORGE BURNS 


NO ONE’S EVER TOLD ME, “I WANT A DIVORCE, 
My PARTNER UNDERSTANDS ME” 


“he most important thing to understand about men is their desire to be un- 





derstood. In fact, it is the most important thing to understand about any- 
one. In more than thirty years of conducting workshops, no one has ever said to 
me, “Warren, I want a divorce -- my partner understands ine.” 

What is so precious about being understood? First, it is-rarer than a dia- 
mond. Often, when we explain a problem to our parents, they problem-solve. Or 
they criticize. Or they reassure (“You don't really need to feel that way be- 
cause ...”), thus discounting the pain. Or they say “I understand,” but we don't 
fee] their compassion. We wish they would let us know what they understand. 
When we hear someone tell us, “I understand what you're saying,” we often feel 
a a are being dismissed rather than elicited. 

: Conversely, if we are parents, being truly understood by our children rarely 
precedes the birth of grandchildren. Young children are too needy to think of 


anyone but themselves. ‘leenagers are too concerned with their own identities. 


Adults without children are focused on careers or the problems they imagine } 
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their parents to have created. When it comes to being understood, the best hope 
of a parent is becoming a grandparent. 

Most of us don’t try to understand our partner, we try to explain our partner. 
Which is a polite way of saying we try to analyze their faults. Yet, in those same 
thirty years of conducting workshops, I have never heard anyone say, “Warren, I 
want to remain married—my partner has such an accurate analysis of my faults.” 
An analysis of our faults may help someone else feel they understand us, but it 
does not leave us feeling understood. 

With about 50 percent of marriages ending in divorce, the fact that any one 
characteristic is associated with marital survival is astonishing. And survival isn't 
the only victory. People in relationships in which they feel understood usually 
want to be there. That’s in contrast with many marriages in which a couple is 
‘legally married but psychologically divorced. What I call “Minimum Security-- 
Prison Marriages.” 

On the surface, it seems men should feel understood. After all, as corporate 
heads and “heads of households,” don’t men have the power to explain them- 
selves and speak up about whatever they think? Yes ... about whatever they 
think, but not about whatever they feel. A man becomes successful by re- 
pressing his feelings, not expressing his feelings. 

It used to be that women didn't speak up either. Especially around men. 
They became passive-aggressive (e.g., passively agreeing to do something, but 
then not doing it; or agreeing with the man to his face and expressing their real 
opinion to. their women friends). Especially around men. Today, men are the 
passive-aggressive sex. Not only individually (April: “Sure I'll fix the faucet, 
honey’; May: “Sure I'll fix the faucet, honey”), but collectively (which is what this 
book is about). 


ISN’T IT NATURAL FOR MEN TO EMOTIONALLY WITHDRAW... 
INTO THEIR “CAVES”? 


h 


We often hear that it is natural for men to withdraw into their caves.! Natural? 
Maybe. Functional? No. When either sex suppresses the expression of feelings, 
it is almost always because they don't feel there is a safe environment to express 
them. Many men fear that expressing feelings will lead to conflict. His wife is 
usually more articulate, so he often loses; but if he “wins,” she may withdraw 
emotionally. Or sexually, into her cave. Either way he loses. Cave is safer. 
Withdrawal into a cave is almost always a sign that the environment outside 
the cave is not- safe; withdrawal is usually an unconscious calculation that out- 
side the cave the potential for loss exceeds the potential for gain. The remote 





control is his security blanket. Unfortunately, what gives him control makes him |] 
remote. There is little incentive for a man to remain closed up if he feels under- 
stood when he opens up. 

It works the same with our kids. ‘Two friends with a teenage daughter com- 
plain that she never shares her feelings with them. When I was at their home for 
dinner, though, I overheard her talking with a friend on the phone nonstop about 
her feelings. Why? One day, she tells her parents that the guy she’s dating is mov- 
ing too quickly toward sex. The next day, she has a curfew. Or a lecture. It seems 
like the feelings she expresses one day are used against her the next. It’s natural 
for anyone to withdraw when the environment for expressing feelings is unsafe. 
It is more functional, though, to have a safe environment. 

Are so many men afraid of expressing feelings because they are afraid of in- 
timacy? No. A man fears that conflict with his wife will lead to less inti- 
macy, not more intimacy. He suppresses the expression of his feelings 
because he fears destroying the intimacy they do have. Men and women both 
fear the loss of intimacy, but he fears discussion will leave him losing and, there- 
fore, he'll lose intimacy, while she feels discussion will bring them closer. And 
even when it doesn't, her hope triumphs over her experience. From her perspec- 
tive, the more he withdraws, the more alienated she feels, thus the more con- 
vinced she is that he doesn’t want intimacy with her, or, doesn’t want intimacy, 
period. So depriving our partner of a safe environment to express feelings makes 
both sexes feel intimacy is hopeless. 

Providing a safe environment to express feelings is not the best way to get a 
man to express feelings. The best way is to choose a man who already expresses 
them! Our choice of partners is perhaps the clearest single statement of 
our choice of values. Therefore, when we blame our partner for anything, we 
should really be confronting ourselves. Not as in, “Yes, I made a bad choice,” but 
as in, “How doessthis choice reflect my values?” 

Most women genuinely feel they value a man’s feelings—if she could have 
those feelings without making herself less secure (either emotionally or finan- 
cially). But if she values security more, she often chooses a man who is success- 
ful at work. The problem is that the process required to succeed in most 
high-paying careers is inversely related to the process it takes to be vulnerable. If 
she likes his success but deplores his capacity for intimacy, she should be look- 
ing within herself, not blaming him. Similarly, if he’s forty and marries a beauti- 
ful twenty-year-old but then blames her for being immature and entitled, he 
-should be confronting his own values, not hers. | 

While most of us can agree that our choice of partners is the best statement 
of our choice of values, men continue to choose sex objects and women continue 
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to choose success objects, and then both sexes claim to want what's missing! Put 
another way, why do both sexes fall in love with the members of the other 
sex who are the least capable of loving? 

For millions of years, women have biologically selected men who were he- 
roes and rejected the other men—-the “losers.” So their children had heroes’ 
genes. But think of a hero's feelings. You can’t? That’s the point. The very word 
“hero” is derived from the Greek word “serow,” from which we get our words for 
“servant,” “slave,” and “protector.”* Servants and slaves were not expected to ex- 
press feelings, but to repress feelings. Just like heroes. Just like corporate execu- 
tives. Just like surgeons, engineers, CEOs. Our genetic heritage---the 
socialization process that led to women marrying killer/provider men and men 
marrying beautiful women, thus selecting genes from which the next generation 
of children were born—is still with us. If we have integrity about our desire to 
support men to express feelings, every institution and attitude between the sexes 
will require questioning and adjusting. That's what I'll investigate in chapter 4 on 
supporting men to express feelings. 


IF UNDERSTANDING EACH OTHER IS SO VALUABLE, WHY 
HAVEN’T WE LEARNED IT ALREADY? 


Throughout history, we learned to survive by killing people who didn’t under- 
stand us-—we called them “the enemy.” Compassion for the enemy was not a top 
priority because survival was more dependent on combat than on com- 
passion. In fact, compassion for the “other side” was called treason. In the 1950s, 
even one positive statement about Communists would elicit the beginnings of 
ostracism (“You Commie!”). In brief, humans have spent tens of thousands of 
years learning to fight and debate with the other side, and almost no time learn- 
ing to listen and empathize. | 

Haven't women, though, spent their lifetimes learning compassion? Yes, 
when someone is on their side. But neither sex learned compassion for people 
who argued with them. At the time of divorce, women are not more compassion- 
ate to men than men are to women. Under adversarial conditions, both sexes 
have learned much better debating skills than listening skills. Just go to a divorce 
court and see if anyone is listening. 

‘There's one Hownside to understanding someone. Almost as soon as we do, 
we expect understanding in return. We up our ante. It’s easy to still be unhappy 
by increasing our expectations faster than our partner's ability to respond. When 
we do, we paralyze our partner with unrealistic expectations. And then, although 
we are deepening our love on one level, we are also destabilizing the relationship. 

[i If we don't get the understanding we expect in return, then we expect some- 


thing else. Like a new car. ‘he good news is, we will usually receive it. Under- K 
standing is that powerful of a gift. The bad news is that if we don't receive even 
more understanding, the material girl is as unhappy as the material guy. 


IF | REALLY WANT TO BE UNDERSTOOD, WHAT DO I DO? 


Give up. (Just kidding!) 

If communicating effectively were easy, we'd already be doing it. I often joke 
that when I decided to focus my life on getting women and men to understand 
each other, at least I knew I'd always be employed! Before you assume the effort 
is more than it’s worth, let me tell you how much it's worth. 

Imagine having one relationship tool that would, more than any other, make 
your partner less likely to want to divorce or break up with you. Spend one mo- 
ment thinking about the costs of a divorce---not only economically, but psycho- 
logically; not only to you, but to your children . . . and their children. 

Now imagine this same relationship tool being almost as likely to improve 
your relationships with your children, your parents, your employer, and your em- 
ployees. If it took you as much time to learn this relationship language as it takes 
most people to learn computer language, wouldn't it be worth it? 

I often see couples in my workshops afraid to understand their partner's 
point of view partly because they fear they will have to give in or compromise. 
The fact is that when we do not understand our partner, we wind up giving in a 
lot more. A man who wants more time watching sports on TV will be less inter- 
ested in it the moment he feels more understood at home; a woman who wants 
a new necklace or ring is a lot less interested in it when she is encircled with un- 
derstanding. People who cannot offer understanding will find themselves paying 
for more and receiving less. 

The good news about the first four chapters is that, as with a computer, 
learning even a little will bring some success. The benefit of computer language 
is that it opens us up to options that our parents couldn't have dreamed of fifty 
years ago; the benefit of relationship language is that it opens us up to a type of 
love no one could have imagined fifty years ago. And, as with a computer, every 
option becomes usable through learning something new and practicing it fre- 
quently. As with computers, our children will sometimes be able to learn it faster 
than we, but we old dogs can learn. 

If you're overwhelmed, remember, if we give to our partner nothing more 
than a few of the steps that follow, we'll be giving more than 95 percent of what 
couples give their partner. We will have made love . . . fron a new position. 
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g he practical steps to giving criticism —the focus of this chapter—contain 





= the underlying assumption that criticism should be given. But should it-— 
does it help or hurt relationships? And if it should, how much and in what way? 
Do men and women have different approaches to giving criticism and expressing 
anger? 


ARE CRITICISM AND ANGER GOOD OR BAD FOR A 
HAPPY MARRIAGE? 


Common wisdom seems divided. Some feel it’s better to get criticism and anger 
out; others feel that what you say, especially in anger, can never be taken back. 
The truth? Both. Studies of happy marriages find that anger and criticism are ex- 
pressed, not repressed . . . up to a point. And they find that the way they are ex- 
pressed does count.! 

In marriages that ended in divorce, it was more likely that the ex-wife ex- 
pressed a lot of anger, sadness, disgust, and fear, was often belligerent, contemp- 
tuous, defensive, was domineering, and frequently whined and stonewalled her 
husband. The husband was more likely to have been belligerent, defensive, and 
contemptuous.” 


DO WOMEN HAVE MORE DIFFICULTY EXPRESSING ANGER? 


Books like Harriet Lerner's The Dance of Anger, articles in women’s magazines, 
as well as TV talk shows and assertiveness training classes, all tell us that women 
are socialized to be uncomfortable with anger, especially toward men.’ This 
leaves us with the belief that expressing anger is difficult for women, but the one 
.emotion that is easy for men. | | l 

What’s true is that everyone is uncomfortable with expressing anger and be- 
ing critical. Anger and criticism generate rejection. And everyone hates rejection. 
Men do learn to express anger and criticism toward other men, but when it 
comes to women, men are socialized to protect women, not attack them. They 
are socialized to argue outside the home (with men), not inside the home (with 
women). The research béars this out. 

Researchers find that when only one sex expresses argument-provoking feel- 
ings, it is likely to be the wife—by a ratio of almost six to one (85 percent vs. 15 
percent). When both sexes participate but one dominates, women are about 
twice as likely to dominate.* Overall, women are more willing to initiate conflict, 
more willing to escalate conflict, better able to handle it when it occurs, and, 
when they have initiated it, are quicker to get over it.’ 

These findings come from numerous sources.° They are found among cou- 
ples of high, medium, and low socio-economic status.’ They are found using a 
variety of methodologies: The couples themselves acknowledge this gap,® and, 
much more reliably, researchers who systematically observe couples verify the 
couples’ own assessments.” 

Probably the most respected researcher in the field is John Gottman at the 
University of Washington. He records pulse rates, heart output, skin conduc: 
tance, and other indicators of stress. Then he videotapes the couples to observe 
facial expressions and body language. He does not ask the couples to fight, since 
that would be artificial. Instead, he basically works with a couple and when a ma- 
jor area of disagreement naturally evolves, he asks them to discuss it and at- 
tempts to resolve it. When a fight naturally occurs, the equipment is there to 
record it.!° . 

Gottman found that men are more intimidated by angry women than women 
are by angry men. Men are more stressed by marital arguments, while women are 
more comfortable with emotional confrontation and are better at it.!! 

Even in the feminist movement, the medium is the message: Feminists ex- 
press anger even as the message is that women cannot express anger; men re- 
press anger even as they are judged to be the sex that has no problem expressing 
it! We often hear we have a battle of the sexes when, in fact, we have a war in 
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which only one side has shown up.!? (Men put their heads into the sand and 
hope the bullets will miss!) l 

Withdrawal is not the way men do battle with men. It is the way men do bat- 
tle with women. Because the purpose of doing battle with men was to prepare 
men to protect women from conflict, not to be the source of conflict. 

The job of this book is not to create an affirmative action plan for men’s 
anger to be equal to women’s. It is to create a method of communicating that 
transforms anger in the way a solar panel transforms heat—by taking intense 
heat that would normally leave us hot one moment and cold the next, and trans- 
forming it into energy that keeps us warm all the time. 


IF WOMEN EXPRESS ANGER MORE EASILY, 
WHy DO WE THINK MEN DO? 


A nine-month-old infant was crying. In a scientific experiment, observers who 
were told the infant was a boy were much more likely to say “he” was expressing 
“anger”; observers told the identical infant was a girl were more likely to say “she” 
was expressing “fear.”!3 One reason we think men express more anger is because 
we tend to interpret as “anger” in a man what we would call “fear” in a woman. 
We can see why we‘do this when we look at the effect it has. 

When we interpret a woman’s emotion as fear, two instincts are set into mo- 
tion: the instinct to protect any woman, and the instinct to protect someone who 
is afraid. A woman in fear is assumed to be a woman in jeopardy, and this gener- 
ates a double dose of our protector instinct. When the identical emotion (e.g., 
the crying) is expressed by a man, but we interpret it as anger, we want to fight 
back or run away. 

When a woman appears to express fear, we cannot assure her without at 
least releasing her from responsibility; when we interpret the same emotion in a 
man as anger, we want to blame him and be certain he acknowledges responsi- 
bility. We want to find her guiltless; we want to find him guilty. 

Once this double standard is woven into our mindset, it translates into our 
feelings about how to criticize a woman vs. a man: When a man criticizes a 
woman, it makes us fear for her; when a woman criticizes a man, it makes us 
cheer for her. Either way, we're on her side. Emotionally, we experience her as a 
damsel.in distress and, if we're a man, we feel summoned to compete for her love 
by protecting.her. When then Vice President Candidate George Bush was cam- 
paigning against Geraldine Ferraro in 1984, he and his advisers realized they 
could not criticize her the way they would a man and expect positive voter reac- 
tion, which is one reason they focused on her husband's finances, as did Dianne 


i Feinstein’s opponents when she ran for U.S. Senate in California. 


This is no one’s fault. The difference has evolved from our genetic heritage A 
(the socialization process that led to women marrying killer/provider men and 
men marrying beautiful women, thus selecting genes from which the next gen- 
eration of children were born). A nineteenth-century “gentleman” carried a 
sword with which he was expected to avenge an insult to a woman, even if it cost 
him his life. Criticism of her meant possible death to him. This heritage makes 
it difficult for all of us to accept even today a man whose feelings about a woman 
are critical. 


WHY BEING CRITICIZED FEELS LIKE BEING KILLED 


While anger and criticism need outlets for expression, using them to clear the air 
of problems is a bit like using insecticide to clear the air of bugs: Both can pol- 
lute the air to clear the air. Criticizing and complaining create negative energy 
before they create positive energy. And they don’t always create positive energy. 
Why not? 

Being criticized feels like being “killed.” A woman friend of mine told me, “I 
remember when my third grade teacher criticized me in front of the class. I dis- 
integrated. And when you criticize me, it feels like you're putting a knife into my 
heart.” 

My woman friend may have been more literally accurate than she knew. The 
New England Journal of Medicine reports that speaking about one’s faults creates 
abnormalities in the pulsation of our heart. Tiny abnormalities? No. Abnormali- 
ties as great as those pee by riding a stationary bicycle to the point of either 
exhaustion or chest pain.!* 

Why does being criticized feel like being stabbed in the heart? Why are we 
tempted to stab back, even though we know intellectually it’s the worst thing we 
could do? Historically, criticism could lead to ostracism, which could lead 
to death. The word “ostracism” itself comes from the Greek word ostrakon, 
meaning “tile.” The ostrakon, or tile, was the ballot cast by the community to de- 
cide whether or not to ostracize someone. If there were more ostrakons in the “yea” 
group, she or he was ostracized. To ostracize someone meant to not speak with 
them, trade with them, or in any way deal with them. So if you were a doctor, for 
example, and you were ostracized, you would have no patients—you couldn't sup- 
port your family. Being the subject of criticism could mean your family starving. 

Criticism feels like it will kill us, then, because it could lead not only to our 
own death, but to our family’s deaths. And to parents, a child’s death is more to 
be feared than their own. Thus our genetic heritage made it functional to 
kill the criticizer before the criticizer killed us. If you're the one contem- 
plating criticism, that doesn’t create much incentive to be honest. And today, 
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with our partner able to leave us, perhaps the incentive is even less. So we be- 
came approval seekers. 

Put another way, we are the offspring of approval seekers. We want approval 

-so badly that we vacillate between conforming to get it and standing out (being 
outstanding) to get it. Even the rebel, whose defiance may create the illusion of 
not caring about approval, secretly nurtures the hope of being admired (awaiting 
the day when they are ultimately seen to be right while everyone else is seen to 
be wrong). 

Many of us can’t even go to a party without first finding out how most of the 
guests will be dressed; without checking our appearance in the mirror half a 
dozen times; without mentally rehearsing how we will respond when we meet 
someone who matters. . . . 

Our need for approval comes in many forms for our children, too. One boy 
will join a gang, where having a “rep” is just another way of saying he wants love, 
respect, and approval. A boy in my high school joined the Marines because he 
wanted to prove himself, which is just another way of saying that he wanted ap- 
proval, respect, and love. He risked his life for it, and was killed. At least a hun- 
dred women in my workshops have said that they knew before their wedding that 
getting married wasn't right for them, but they were afraid to back out because 
“the invitations had already gone out.” All these men and women risked their 
lives for fear of criticism. 

If criticism is ranked next to death and worse than taxes, is it possible to pro- 
vide a safe environment against being, well, killed? Yes—it is possible. The 


process begins with mastering the “Rules of the Game’ to giving criticism. 


FIVE RULES OF THE GAME 


It is the responsibility of the criticizer or complainer (or the person who is upset) 


to abide by five Rules of the Game. 


1. Tone of voice is more crucial than words. Words don't hold a candle to the 
tone of our voice and the look in our eyes. Try using the words “I love you” 
in a malicious tone of voice to a baby or a puppy dog and watch it with- 
draw; yet say in a loving tone of voice “dumb doggie” or “smelly baby” and 
watch it be responsive. If the tone and the look reflect respect, apprecia- 
tion, even a touch of admiration, well, you'll melt any iceberg! Studies 
find that although a wife is more likely than her husband to complain, a 
marriage is significantly more likely to be stable and happy if she softens 
her complaints with positive affect (e.g., humor, affection, interest, 
agreement, approval, smiles, positive physical contact, laughter).'° 
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2. Don't complain too often. How often is too often? Rule of thumb: “Com- N 
plaining every day keeps your lover away.” If complaints come too often or 
you feel like you're walking on eggshells, group your complaints as I sug- 
gest in the Plan Ahead Method below. Turn the rest of the week into a 
“Complaint-Free Zone.” 


3. Never criticize someone who has just criticized you. Wait until that person 
says she or he has felt heard. 


4. Ask the listener to just “play listener.” If you have the listener's “buy in,” 
you have a partner; if you don’t, you have an opponent. Make sure the 
timing is right. l 


5. Try not to cross-examine the listener with questions that require an expla- 
nation for her or his behavior (“Tell me, why did you do that?”). Explain to 
the listener that if you slip up and ask for an explanation, the request 
should be treated as rhetorical. 


If there are two iron rules of criticizing they are tone of voice is more crucial 
than the words and don’t complain too often. 

Sometimes criticisin will come from us like the spontaneous combustion of 
a sneeze. To get a handle on criticism though, it’s better to control it rather than 
have it control us. If you're going to use a knife, it’s better to think ahead before 
the sharp edge that’s cutting for you is cutting into you. (No, that’s not something 
my mom told me!) | 


THE “PLAN AHEAD METHOD” OF GIVING CRITICISM 
So IT CAN BE EASILY HEARD 


STEP 1: WRITE Down Your NEGATIVE FEELINGS 


I like it best in my personal life when I arrange with my partner to write com- 
plaints on a piece of paper or an index card and put them in a little box. I find 
that the mere act of writing them down releases much of the negative energy. 

It also helps me sort out which ones are worth bringing up. Harry Truman 
used to say, “When notice of an emergency arises, I stuff it in a drawer. At the 
end of the week, I open the drawer. If it's still an emergency, I take care of it.” I 
try to take care of complaints the same way. | 


STEP 2: CREATE A PREDICTABLE TIME 1N WHICH To SHARE i 
NEGATIVE FEELINGS — Once EVERY WEEK OR Two 


The best way to take care of complaints is to create a predictable time to do so 
every week or two—a “sharing and caring” evening. Harry and Sally illustrate why. 
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After Harry met Sally, they moved in together (they didn’t tell you that in the 
movie; you learn these things from books). It was about seven r.m. and they were 
running late for a play at eight. ‘hey had tickets to the play for more than a 
month and Harry especially was looking forward to the evening. ‘lhe phone rang. 
It was Sally's sister. Sally always got caught up in long conversations with her sis- 
ter, and Harry was pacing before her, catching her eye, pointing to his watch. Fi- 
nally, Sally got off the phone and exploded, “You've never liked my sister. I really 
felt controlled. You don’t give me the freedom to make my own judgments. So 
what if we are a little late to the play?” 

Now Harry was doubly impatient. He wanted to tell her that he wished she 
would have let the answering machine pick it up, but he was afraid she'd have a 
response and they'd miss the play altogether. His face showed impatience that 
her “ranting” was making them even later. Sally picked up on his impatience and 
hammered the nail into the coffin, “Now you're impatient that we're talking 
about this. What's more important. one stupid play or our relationship?” 

Harry sensed the question was a bit biased. Nevertheless, he didn't want to 
miss the play..So he responded, “Can we put this on hold, and discuss it after the 
play?” “No,” Sally said, “I have these feelings now; I've had them before and we never 
talk about them. 1 can't enjoy the play with all this swimming around in my head.” 

Who's right? 

‘They both are. Fortunately, there’s a win-win solution. 

Sally needed some assurance that feelings that had cropped up repeatedly 
would not, once again, get postponed. She needed a security blanket. Harry had 
been looking forward to the play for more than a month and, from his perspec- 
tive, there was no need to sacrifice either the relationship or the play. ‘his was a 
play that he, more than Sally, had been looking forward to, and he felt that she 
would not now be bringing up this relationship issue if they were on their way to 
one of Sally’s beloved operas. To him, Sally was either being manipulative or hav- 
ing problems setting boundaries. 

If Harry and Sally had created a predictable time to share negative feel- 
ings say, seven on Sunday evening (60 Minutes will kill me for this)---Sally 
would have had her security blanket. And Harry would have had his play. And 
both would have had time to discuss their underlying feelings. 

Back to the “sharing and caring” evening. 

At the end of the week, then, about an hour before the planned meeting 
time, review the cards and choose between three and six issues that still retain 
some negative energy. Harry ‘lruman might have called these the “emergencies.” 

Once there's a predictable time each week, turn the rest of the week into a 
“no-complaint zone.” At least no complaints that our partner has to hear. In some 


ways this is easier said than done; in other ways it is easier to do than it appears 


because the process of writing the complaint down releases our need to keep re- 4 
viewing it in our mind; and the security of knowing we'll have a predictable time 
to discuss it releases the anxiety that comes when we feel we have to keep bring- 
ing it up in order for it to be attended to. In brief, don’t dismiss this before you 
try it. | 

Applying the Predictable ‘lime Approach to direct complaining and criticism 
strikes a good balance between two extreme ways of dealing with potential con- 
flict: The “stuff it” extreme and the “clear the air now” extreme. 

The “stuff it” extreme first. People who stuff their feelings eventually find 
them popping up in two other forms; Attacking and/or Avoiding. what might be 
called the Double-A responses to stuffing feelings. ‘The Attack substitute for 
complaining and criticism may surface in the form of little digs, sarcasm, put- 
downs, backstabbing in the presence of company, or the worst infidelity: talking 
to our friends about our partner, behind our partner's hack.!'lhe Avoidance sub- 
stitute for complaining and criticism may come out in headaches, hiding behind 
a sports event, gambling, drinking, or preoccupation with work, church, chil- . 
dren, or a cause. The Avoidance list is endless. 

The Predictable ‘lime Approach. works because predictability fosters secu- 
rity. When our security needs are met, the vacuum of neediness is filled. A baby 
breast-fed at predictable intervals needs to be fed much less than the baby who 
cannot count on when it will next be fed. Without predictability the baby be- 
comes anxious, needy, and has to be fed much more to be equally secure. In all 
of us there is that baby. 


STEP 3: SHARE AT Least Four PosttivE FEELINGS 
WITH EACH NEGATIVE 
‘Then comes the tough part: making the transition from negative feelings to a 
positive event. ‘his is the part we even look forward to. Couples who are happy 
give each other between four and four bundred positive strokes for each criti- 
cism. So, I find this works best when'my partner and I create at least four things 
we appreciate about the other for each problem area. We require ourselves to 
give specific examples. Instead of, “I like how thoughtful you are,” we'd write, “I 
liked it when you noticed we were running low on fresh-squeezed orange juice, 
volunteered to pick some up, and asked me if there was anything else ] needed 
while you were at the store. I felt so nurtured.” ‘To each of the examples we tried 
to add the positive feeling or feelings it created. In this case, feeling nurtured. 
By requiring ourselves to create four positives for each criticism, and allow- 
ing ourselves only an hour for review before meeting time, we found ourselves 
making positive notes throughout the week, which also meant we didn’t begin 


the pre-meeting review hour with a flood of negative feelings. It remained easy to 
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see the positives in the relationship. This worked well for a number of reasons, 
but my favorite was the incentive we gave ourselves to do the positive notes 
ahead of time. 

We could get double-duty out of these positive notes by writing a version of 
them on a Post-It that we might leave immediately on the other's steering wheel, 
or on a card with a fresh-cut flower from the garden on each other's pillow, or E- 
mail. By doing them ahead of time, then, four positives'could be turned into 
eight or twelve. Cheating? No one complained. 

What the positive notes really created was (no, not writer's cramp!) but a 
“muscle”—the “muscle” of pro-actively looking for the positive. 


STEP 4: INCORPORATE HUMOR AND ROMANCE INTO THE 
“FEELINGS” EVENING 


For me, humor might take the form of mocking what I do. For example, one of 
my criticisms might say, “Sometimes I question. your judgment. How can you be 
in love with a relationships manual?” Humor glues souls, reminding us that we're 
on the same team. 

And so does romance. Í like lighting candles, cutting flowers, turning on 
Enya-type music. My woman friend loves the candles and the flowers, but is am- 
bivalent about my turning on Enya. 

We sit eye to eye. One of us starts. by sharing our positives and then one crit- 
icism. Then we hold each other, in part for nurturance, in part for congratula- 
tions. (Or maybe it’s relief.) Then we alternate. ‘lhat’s one round. We continue 
until we complete between three and five rounds. Hopefully three. 

Sometimes we feel so understcod that we want to make love. We allow that. 
But if we do that before we complete the process, we always return to complete 
the process. And that last point is crucial. Otherwise the lovemaking becomes an 
escape from the process, then the security blanket disappears, things start get- 
ting brought up midweek, and the rest of the week as a no-complaint zone disin- 
tegrates. | 

When I bring up this last point in workshops, I am sometimes asked 
whether lovemaking should be saved until afterward, as sort of a reward. The 
value of being spontaneous is that it doesn’t create performance pressure at the 
end of the process. Also, men, in particular, will sometimes keep from being fully 
honest if they feel it may deprive them of sexual intimacy; so if you want to en- 
courage honesty, allow yourselves to make love when it comes naturally. Having 
said this, if you try a lovemaking break but don't return to complete the process, 
then next time save the lovemaking until the end. 





THE “SPONTANEOUS METHOD” OF GIVING CRITICISM SO IT 
CAN BE EASILY HEARD 


It’s ideal to give criticism in the Plan Ahead Method mode. But we don't live in 
an ideal world. Sometimes we feel critical about a decision that we feel has to be 
made right there and then. So the following steps are useful both when we're be- 
ing spontaneous, and also as ingredients that should be incorporated into the criti- 
cisms we share in the Plan Ahead Method. 


STEP 1: IDENTIFY YouR LOVED ONE’s BEST INTENT— 
THE BEST SPIRIT OF HER OR His STRONGEST ARGUMENT, 
WITHOUT DISTORTION 


Mom yells at her daughters, “Alex and Erin, no, you can't take your bikes to the 
7-Eleven by yourselves—and if you keep pestering me, you won't be able to ride 
your bikes at all.” l 


WHAT DAD IS THINKING 

Dad feels that Alex and Erin should be able to take their bikes to the 7-Eleven. 
He feels the road isn’t that dangerous, and that he and his. wife have given Alex 
and Erin plenty of instruction and watched them-—now it's time to wean them. 
He feels it's more important for Alex and Erin to learn to depend on themselves, 


become responsible, and not be so protected. He feels his wife's propensity to 


protect the girls is part of what is makjng them so anxious, so afraid of taking 
risks, making mistakes, and making transitions. He's. worried for them, worried 
about the child psychologist bills he and his wife are paying to alleviate the girls’ 
anxiety, and worried about his wife always worrying about everything Alex and 
‘Erin do. Finally, he feels his wife winds up exhausted, which impacts their rela- 
tionship, which requires more counseling. . . 

Because Dad feels this way, he’s also thinking there’s no reason for Alex and 
Erin to be hollered at. And of course, no reason for the girls to be threatened. 

Because Dad has thought all this before, virtually all of this occurs to him in 
just a few seconds- -triggered by the hollering. 


DAD’S MOST LIKELY RESPONSE 

Dad's gut instinct is to holler, “For heaven's sake, let them go,” but he knows bet- 
ter. He quietly tries to explain his perspective. He feels this is a big improvement 
over his gut instinct. 


o 
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THE PROBLEMS WITH DAD’S “QUIET EXPLANATION” RESPONSE 

When Dad does not first create the conditions to help Mom feel heard, Dad’s 
“quiet explanation”.response leaves Mom thinking about what Dad is not taking 
into account. Until he hears Mom completely, she will feel minimized and, in 
this case, feel the children are being minimized (since only one mistake at a dan- 
gerous intersection could lead to Alex's and Erin’s deaths). 

Once Mom feels minimized, she’s on a roll . . . she knows Dad can’t guaran- 
tee that Alex and Frin are as capable of avoiding mistakes now as they will be in 
a year or two. So Mom's thinking, “What’s the big deal in waiting a year or two? 
Aren't you being irresponsible? Can I really trust you? Can I. leave the house, put 
you in charge, and be sure Alex and Erin will both be safe? This makes me feel I 
don't really have a partner who can share with me the task of raising our children. 
It's what makes ine feel like a prisoner of my home and my children.” 

Mom does not say these things aloud, so on the surface, Mom may even ap- 
pear to be listening. In reality, she is “self-listening’—listening secondarily to 
Dad, primarily to herself; listening to Dad just enough to be able to formulate the 
best possible response as he is talking. This is not a female problem—it is a two- 
sex problem, indigenous to anyone who does not first feel completely heard. 

Second, Dad is not really explaining his perspective, he is reiterating his per- 
spective. Why? Because he didn’t feel it had been heard before. He is right. 
Dad’s perspective wasn’t heard because few people hear anything that 
conflicts with their mindset until they feel completely heard them- 
selves. So most of us find ourselves saying the same things over and over again 
to our loved ones. And that, of course, just makes our partner tune out, which 
just encourages more repetition. The repetition breeds angst, which further 
alienates our partner and, well, you've got the picture. 

‘Ihe problem is, the more powerfully Dad feels he has something to con- 
tribute, the more likely he is to feel too impatient to first “endure” all five steps of 
understanding that follow. Every ounce of him wanted to jump in to explain why 
Alex and Erin should be permitted to take risks. 

Dad has some choices. He can use the “quiet persuasion in private’ ap- 
proach and elicit defensive self-listening, or he can see past his wife's less-than- 
perfect behavior (hollering) and identify her best intent. 


DAD’S IDEAL FIRST RESPONSE 

Dad's ideal first response would be something like, “I know you didn’t let Alex 
and Erin ride their bikes to the 7-Eleven because you didn’t want them crossing 
that dangerous road by themselves. You're wise enough to know it takes only one 


| mistake on a dangerous road to lead to Alex's and Erin’s deaths. And you know 


the girls will be more capable of avoiding mistakes in a year or two -- so why risk 4| 
their lives?” 


WHY DAD’S IDEAL FIRST RESPONSE WORKS 
Now Mom doesn't feel defensive because her strongest arguments have been ar- 
ticulated by Dad—without distortion. Dad has understood her best intent. 

Strongest arguments first. Most of us are afraid to articulate our partner's 
strongest arguments out loud. It is as if we fear that the moment we do, our part- 
ner will say, “Now that you understand, do it my way.” What is more likely to hap- 
pen is that it releases the energy our partner puts into trying to feel understood. 

Imagine it this way. Imagine our partner's energy focused on their mouth, 
constantly trying to explain it better and better until we understand it. But the 
second we've articulated their strongest arguments back to them, the energy no 
longer needs to focus on the mouth. It can transfer to the ear. As we articulate 
our partner's strongest arguments, we free them to transfer their energy 
from their mouth to their ear, so to speak. 

Note that articulating our partner's strongest argument means acknowledg- 
ing their deepest fear. In this case, Dad articulated Mom's fear of the possible 
deaths of Alex and Erin. ‘his, at least, was the deepest fear she expressed. 

A more typical response to Mom would have been, “You have to take risks in 
life-—-getting out of bed is a risk.” Had Dad said this, Mom would have doubled 
the intensity of her focus on the dangers—she may have started cutting out 
newspaper clippings of children who had died crossing streets, picked out lec- 
tures or TV shows. The moment the dangers are acknowledged, she becomes 
free to make a transition. She may reiterate another time or two, but usually the 
energy will be much less intense, and with patience, the transition will be 
enough that the ears become clear. 

Second, without distortion. I emphasize the “without distortion” because, 
well, suppose Dad had said the following—see if you can spot the distortion: “I 
know you're afraid to let Alex and Erin go anywhere by themselves because you 
think they could get hurt or killed.” 

Try the word “anywhere.” Guaranteed, the moment Mom heard the word 
“anywhere,” she would be thinking, “Not true. I’ve let them go to school by them- 
selves, to Ashley's by themselves, to Sarah's by themselves, to . . . I let them go 
everywhere that doesn't put their lives in danger. I’m not overprotective, I’m rea- 
sonably protective.” 

The problem is not just that everything Dad said during that period of time 
would have been wasted. It is that the moment Mom feels her best intent is 
dismissed or belittled, there is a decrease in trust. When her best intent is 
heard, there is an increase in trust and a deepening of love. 


How To GIVE CRITICISM SO IT CAN EASILY BE HEARD 


WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


Third, looking past the less-than-perfect. Dad didn’t feel there was a 
need for Mom to holler at Alex and Erin, or to threaten the girls with not being 
able to use their bikes. But if Dad had said, “You're always hollering at Alex and 
Erin—you're just getting them to tune you out,’ Mom would have become de- 
fensive (“I wouldn't holler if they'd listened to me the first time”). Had Dad not 
looked past Mom’s less-than-perfect style, chances are that Mom and Dad would 
never have discussed the issues—of safety and risk taking. It is, of course, fine to 
discuss the style, but if Dad’s goal is to address the issue, he'd better start out by 
looking past the imperfections in the style. In other words, choose your battle . . . 
er, your priority. 


If all this sounds overwhelming, remember that most of it boils down to attitude. 
If our binoculars search for our partner's best intent, it will usually be found. And 
if we miss it, we'll be close enough to the bull’s-eye to maintain trust. Our atti- 
tude will compensate for our inaccuracy. Few people ever told a divorce judge, 
“Your Honor, my spouse's empathy was slightly off the mark.” 


STEP 2: IDENTIFY YOUR PARTNER’S DILEMMA OR STRUGGLE 


If Dad goes beyond identifying Mom’s best intent and also identifies her 
dilemma, he deepens Mom's feelings of being understood. For example, Dad 
might say, “I imagine you felt caught between, on the one hand, your desire to al- 
low Alex and Erin to be independent, explore, and also please them; and, on the 
other, your desiré to make sure they're alive.” 

Some of us fear this will just encourage our partner to focus on.their strug- 
gles. In the extreme, that’s true. But as a starter, it does the opposite. Mom now 
feels she has a partner to help share the burden. She ‘feels lighter, more secure, 
more capable of handling the burden. It helps Mom to transfer her energy away 
from a focus on her struggles, to get on with it. 


STEP 3: IDENTIFY THE FEELING BEHIND YOUR PARTNER'S DILEMMA 


If Dad goes beyond identifying the dilemma, to identifying the feelings the 

dilemma might create, he takes Mom’s degree of feeling understood-—or loved— 

to an even deeper level. In this situation, he-might say, “It must feel terrible to 

have to play the role of bad mom and police woman. And when I get to be their 

advocate even though I spend less time with them, it must make you feel unap- 
preciated.” 

How does a guy dig all this up? Can a guy-—the “unempathetic-and- 

inarticulate-about-feelings” sex —really be expected to do this? Yes. Here’s why. 

Any guy who's played team sports has practiced a skill I call “team-sport em- 

y / pathy”: He's practiced focusing on anticipating the other team’s moves. ‘That 





means figuring out their way of looking at the situation. He does. this by focusing 4] 
on their perspective—by walking a mile in their moccasins. When he does this 
well, we call him a good competitor. True. But he’s also developed skills of em- 
pathy. Now he just has to apply them to his partner, and to remember, it's only 
getting out there and doing it that develops confidence. With confidence comes 
articulateness. 

Being a good competitor, then, involves empathy. Empathy for women is 
an attribute of masculinity. When men play the protector role they are trying 
to save a woman from grief or pain. If they had no glimpse of her grief or pain, 
they wouldn't know when to protect. 

When he focuses on her feelings (or when she does this for him), he'll some- 
times uncover for her feelings she didn’t even know she had. When we do this for 
our partner, we give them one of the greatest gifts. 

Suppose Dad is wrong? Suppose he’s identifying feelings she doesn’t feel? 
Well, if Dad can imagine her feeling fearful of being seen as a policewoman, but 
she has, in fact, remained free from of those feelings, that can make her feel she’s 
avoided a possible pitfall. And that feeling creates strength. And remember, few 
people protest empathy, even misplaced empathy. 


STEP 4: IDENTIFY THE POSITIVE CHARACTER TRAITS YOUR PARTNER 
EXHIBITED IN HER OR His HANDLING OF THIS SITUATION 


Dad added, “it takes a lot of courage to follow your gut, a lot of strength of char- 
acter to handle the disapproval of your daughters.” 

This is an important one because, remember, Dad disagrees with what Mom 
is doing. It never occurs to most of us at a moment of disagreement with our part- 
ner to take the time to appreciate our partner's positive character strengths as re- 

flected in a stance we disagree with. When we do that, it allows our partner to 
know that no matter which decision she or he makes, our trust in their underly- 
ing character is never in question. It turns every disagreement into a potential 
gift of love. Because it is a gift so few people give, it is precious. 

Dad's hesitation to do this, though, was that it would reinforce Mom’s pro- 
tective behavior toward Alex and Erin. Instead, it further softened Mom’s need 
to fight for her position. Unconsciously, part of Mom’s defensiveness came from 
defending against not being respected, as being seen as a bad Mom for being 
overprotective. When Dad made it clear he saw her strength of character in her 
willingness to incur her daughters’ disapproval, Mom could release yet another 
layer of defensiveness. 

Dad's trust in Mom allowed Mom to see Dad did understand the strength it 
took to restrict and protect. And that freed Mom to trust Dad. When we give 
trust, we receive trust. And people who trust us pay attention to us. 
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Suppose you're reading this and you say, “My God, I should have done that 
during my last disagreement—I wish I had.” Forget the regrets. Would you mind 
someone bringing up something that happened a week ago and acknowledging 
the positive character traits they felt your perspective reflected—a perspective 
with which they had disagreed? Would you mind if it was a year ago? It’s a pres- 
ent that, in some ways, ripens with age. 


STEP 5: RECALL RELEVANT Past CONVERSATIONS AND UsE THEM To 
Make Your PARTNER FEEL More UNDERSTOOD 


Dad remembered a past incident of a similar nature in which Alex and Erin had 
shouted, “All the other parents let their children go to the 7-Eleven by them- 
selves.” He could have used this to argue his own point (“The other parents agree 
with me. You're turning Alex and Erin into outcasts.”). Instead, he added, “And I 
admire your courage in deviating from the other parents to do what you think is 
right for Alex and Erin without regard for whether or not you've won a popularity 
contest.” In doing this, Dad showed that he wants to use their history—their past 
shared experiences—to support his wife rather than as ammunition against her. 

Notice that this is a reversal of the normal method of most couples—tossing 
in everything but the kitchen sink to win an argument, only to discover that the 
more they throw in, the more they lose; that even if they've won the battle, 
they've lost the love. And to what end? 


THE QUICKIE REVIEW TO GIVING CRITICISM 
So IT CAN EASILY BE HEARD 


Notice that I am not calling this section “The Quickie Guide .-. .” It's useless as 
a guide; but as a review, it can serve as a trigger to recall the chapter . : . 


PLAN AHEAD METHOD: STEPS PLAN AHEAD METHOD: EXAMPLES 


Step 1: Write down your negative “I really felt abandoned when you 
feelings couldn't help me plan for Jeff and 
Sarah's anniversary.” 


Step 2: Create a predictable time “Does it work for you if we schedule 
in which to share negative a ‘caring and sharing’ evening 
feelings—once every week around five p.m. every other 
or two. Sunday ?” 


PLAN AHEAD METHOD: STEPS . PLAN AHEAD METHOD: EXAMPLES 


Step 3: Share at least four positive “I really felt appreciated when you 
feelings with each negative took Kris to get a haircut and left 
me time to soak in my bubble 


bath.” 


“I was very relieved when you cut 
short the phone call with your 
sister so we could make the play 


. p» 
on tıme. 


“I felt very loved when you left the 
rose on the passenger seat of my 


» 


cues 

Step 4: Incorporate humor and “... and very relieved that the rose 
romance into the “feelings” was on the passenger side—until | 
evening saw you even picked off the thorns!” 

SPONTANEOUS METHOD: STEPS _ SPONTANEOUS METHOD: EXAMPLES 

Step 1: Identify your loved one’s “I see that you're trying to prevent 
best intent an accident.” : 

Step 2: Identify your partner’s “I imagine you feel caught between 
dilemma or struggle wanting to give the girls freedom 


and wanting them to live.” 


Step 3: Identify the feeling behind “It must feel terrible to have the 


your partner's dilemma. kids look at you like you're the 
enemy.” 
Step 4: Identify the positive “It takes a lot of courage to stand by 


character traits your partner your decision despite the kids’ 
exhibited in her or his feeling differently.” 
handling of this situation. 


Step 5: Recall relevant past “I remember the neighbors were 
conversations and use them telling their kids they can go, and 
to make your partner feel you let our kids know you were 
more understood. there for them, not for popularity.” 
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VOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


If all this seems a bit overwhelming, not to worry. You're not alone. Start with 
the Plan Ahead Method. And don’t expect to do it alone. Get the support of a 
professional to work with you. If you were learning to program, you'd take com- 
puter science classes. And you're not only learning to program, you're learning to 
reprogram—-that’s a lot harder. 


TOWARD A SOLUTION 


During what years should a child be introduced to better ways of giving and re- 
ceiving criticisms-—to what I call “relationship language”? Before school age. The 
best teacher? Parents. Parade magazine's national survey discovered that daugh- 
ters who had infants out of wedlock had one thing in common: not being able to 
talk to their parents.!’ Think of relationship language as your child’s most impor- 
tant insurance policy—-guaranteeing a role model, reducing the risk of you being’ 
divorced, as.well as the risk of your teenager creating a pregnancy out of wedlock. 
If you wish to give a gift to the next generation that was not available to us, help 
bring this into local school systems—once you've become reasonably proficient 
` yourself. | 
How would relationship language change the priorities in our schools? 
Schools currently excel in encouraging children to express opinions, but are de- 
ficient in encouraging children to say, for example, “Oh, that’s different from my 
perspective—tell me more.” 
Schools internationally teach debate, but debating skills tend to reward lis- 
' tening for the purpose of uncovering the other team’s faulty analysis. .What’s 
wrong with that? Uncovering our partner's faulty analyses is to a relationship 
what a termite is to wood: a little adds to the character; a lot, well, you know. Re- 
member my mentioning that in my workshops I never heard someone say, “I want 
to stay married; my partner has such an excellent analysis of my faults”? Anyone 
who believes that analyzing faults creates a healthy marriage has a faulty analy- 
sis! . 
This doesn’t mean there's no place for debating. There is. Listening skills 
should not replace debating skills, they should add to them. But teaching chil- 
dren to debate without teaching children to listen is divorce training. It 
is preparing our children for out-of-wedlock children and drugs. It is child abuse. 
Why were both sexes poor listeners? In Stage I families (defined as families 
-in which survival was the primary focus), a parent needed to be a problem 
solver.! Fathers, in particular, needed to “tough it out” by denying the feelings 
created by seeing his best friend’s head split apart by a. bullet before his eyes. A 
father learned to teach his children the survival skills of arguing, debating, and 
FÜ persuading, the skills that had made him “eligible” for a wife and children. Since 





they were a prerequisite for all his relationships, these skills were his relationship aJ 
language. Problem is, “toughing it out” fed his loved ones’ mouths, but didn’t nur- 
ture his loved ones’ souls. 

In Stage II families (defined as families in which survival is mastered enough 
so that self-fulfillment is at least of equal concern), we can afford to strike a bal- 
ance between survival skills and relationship skills. And that implies a “relation- 
ship language” that nourishes the soul, not just survival skills that nourish the 
body. ) 

How likely. is it that we can teach ourselves a new relationship language? 
Well, our grammar schools are teaching a whole generation computer language to 
adjust to the technological needs of a Stage II society. The next step is teaching 
a whole generation relationship language to address the social and psychological 
needs of a Stage II society. | 

Should we teach this just to our children? Is it too late for adults? No. Close 
to half of senior citizens are now learning computer language. And relationship 
language requires parental involvement even more than computer language. A 
parent who doesn’t learn computer language may actually help a child feel good 
about knowing something about which his parents are ignorant; with relation- 
ship language, a child who learns to listen in school but faces shouting at home 
might feel more abused than he or she previously would have exactly because the 
child is now aware of what should be happening at home. Put another way, com- 
puter language without parental involvement can enhance a child’s self-esteem, 
but relationship language without parental involvement can damage a child's 
self-esteem. 

Relationship language is the best hope of restabilizing the family that tech- 
nology has destabilized. Before the era of technology, couples could not afford to 
divorce; therefore, marriages without emotional understanding felt like maxi- 
mum security prisons. Since then, couples have been able to afford divorce, so 
marriage has become a choice. Once staying married became a choice, 
people could have partners who didn’t understand them and marriages 
without understanding became minimum security prisons. 

When couples have the option to leave their minimum security prisons, re- 
lationship language becomes the new security. In marriage and love, we have 
upped the ante from desiring to be understood to requiring to be understood. 
Without relationship language, technology will destabilize marriage or make us 
desire to return to the old days of maximum security-prison marriages. In brief, 
relationship language stabilizes the family that technology destabilized. 


How TO Give Criticism So it CAN EASILY BE HEARD 








Tow To Hear 
Leis vo Tt Gi 
basily He kiven 


y ome people feel they are good at communicating because they are in touch 





aP with their feelings and express them well. But that’s the easy. side of com- 
munication. ‘lhe hard part is hearing criticism so it can be easily given. 

Imagine being able to share criticism with your partner: -or your parents- 
and knowing they will respond by providing a supportive and safe environment 
for you doing that and that they will genuinely appreciate your efforts to be closer 
to them. It would probably revolutionize your relationship. Normally, though, we 
neither receive that nor give that. 

Here's a questionnaire to help you evaluate whether or not you usually pro- 
vide a safe environment. ‘Take it now and take it again once a week after you fin- 
ish this chapter until you get where you'd like to be. Don’t answer what you’d like 
to do, but what you actually do most of the time. ‘lake a “tough love” approach to 
yourself, It’s the first step in the process of turning the criticism we hear into the 
love we desire. 


WHEN My PARTNER CRITICIZES Mr or Gets ANGRY, 
I Am More lakeLy To: 
1.___ (a) point out my partner's equivalent shortcomings (“Well, you often 
interrupt me’), or 
___ (b) share with my partner what [ heard her or him say (with empathy in 


my eyes, love in my voice, and all that positive attitude stuff). 


2.__ (a) criticize the style (e.g., “l'he sarcasm in your voice made me tune 
out”; “You always exaggerate!”), or 
(b) look beyond the style to ny partner's best intent. 


3.____ (a) criticize the demeanor (“You look so angry, it scares me”; “As soon 
as you shout, I tune out”; “You're hypersensitive.”), or 


___ (b) be compassionate no matter what his or her demeanor. 


4. (a) look for the flaw in the accuracy of the criticism, or 


(b) look for the germ of truth. 


5. ___. (a) distort what my partner said until I create something I can effec- 
tively debate, or 


___ (b) search for my partner's most valid point and acknowledge it. 


6.____ (a) sidestep my partner's deepest underlying concern and, while my 
partner's blabbing on, figure out what | have the best response to 
and focus on that, or 

(hb) deal directly with my partner's deepest concern, even if it puts me 
in a bad light. | 


7 — (a) feel impatient (as in “I know what you mean; shut up already”), or 
— (b) be genuinely patient (out of an understanding that the more your 
partner feels it’s safe to express negative feelings to you, the closer 
she or he will feel to you). 


8. ___ (a) say some version of “If you really feel that way, then it's hopeless,” or 


(b) say some version of “Your willingness to express feelings gives me. 


more hope for intimacy.” 


9. __(a) cry,or 
— (b) be genuinely joyful (out of an understanding that this means my 


partner trusts me enough to know I won't counterattack). 


10.____ (a) wait for my partner to apologize first, or 
___ (b) apologize first. 


11.____ (a) hold a grudge, or 
— (b) let it go. 


}2.___ (a) emotionally withdraw, or 


____ (bh) become more caring. 


13._-_ (a) sexually withdraw, or 


„— (b) sexually open up. 
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The “b” answers are ideal only if you eventually also have an opportunity to 
offer your own response. Without that, we're speaking of the repression of feel- 
ings as the cost of peace. Not a good trade-off. When you-know you'll have a 
chance to respond, then each partner has an opportunity for the full expression 
of feelings without the anxiety of being “killed” in the process. 

If you still think the “b” answers are a bit much to ask for, review the ques- 
tionnaire once more. This time ask yourself, “Which answer would I prefer from 
my partner?” Would you want your partner to find flaws, interrupt, hold a grudge, 
sexually withdraw, criticize your style and demeanor (the “a” answers), or give 
you supportive eye contact and look for the germ of truth in what you're saying 
(the “b” answers)? 

When we are asked what we want from our partner, the “b” answers are so 
obvious that the question seems rhetorical; when asked what we could be ex- 


pected to give to our partner, the “b” answers seem a bit much to ask for. 


WHAT IS YOUR SAFE ENVIRONMENT QUOTIENT? 


A “safe environment” is not just an ecological issue. Think of the “b” answers as 
your starting point toward creating a safe environment for intimacy. You might 
call it your Safe Environment Quotient. 

If you've got guts, do a reality check. Ask your partner to check off which be- 
haviors she or he thinks are most common for you when you encounter criticism 
or anger. 

For an even deeper reality check, discuss those points in which your partner 
evaluated you less positively than you evaluated yourself. By the way, during that 
discussion, did you respond receptively or defensively: 


Ir Your SEQ Is Low, Don’t FEEL BAD, BECAUSE... 
e Weare all gifted of the mouth, retarded of the ear. 


e The first instinctive response to any criticism is a defensive response (the 
quicker the response, the more defensive). 


¢ All defensive responses to criticism are natural (it is natural to think of 


our own perspective before someone else's). 
IF IT’S SO NATURAL TO RESPOND DEFENSIVELY, SHOULD WE 
REALLY BE FOOLING WITH NATURE? 


Yes. In nature, killing leads to survival of the fittest. Exactly because it is so nat- 
-$A ural, we have to create strict laws where we no longer feel it is functional. Simi- 





larly, in the past, when criticism could lead to ostracism, which could lead to 1 
poverty and therefore death, killing the criticizer was a natural survival skill. But 
we are discovering it is more functional to communicate than to kill. Shouting 
back at someone who is criticizing us is natural, but dysfunctional. Listening that 
empathizes with the criticizer is unnatural, but a lot less likely to end in domes- 
tic violence. 

Killing the criticizer, then, is part of our evolutionary past; listening in re- 
sponse to criticism is part of our evolutionary future. Listening in response to 
criticism mandates a shift in our internal psyche that marks perhaps the most im- 
portant single evolutionary shift humans can make. 

Listening is self-empowerment via the empowerment of others. But listen- 
ing to empower, like playing the piano, takes practice. The more it is mastered, 
the more it plays music to the souls of all who experience it. Listening in re- 
sponse to criticism is “good karma.” 


HOw TO PREPARE OUR CHILDREN TO SUCCEED IN 
WORK AND LOVE 


The ability to handle criticism has traditionally been a prerequisite for success, 
helping someone become a human “doing,” but has also involved disconnecting 
a person from their feelings, thus hurting a person’s progress as a human being. 
How, then, do we create the ability to endure criticism and at the same time pre- 
pare our children to fully love and be in touch with their feelings? It begins by 
looking at criticism in a different way. 

People attracted to the profession of therapy tend to be sensitive and, there- 
fore, oriented toward protecting sensitive people from abuse or discomfort. Per- 
haps as a result, therapists have made strides helping people give criticism in 
kinder and gentler ways, but not nearly as much helping people receive commu- 
nication given poorly. Instead of working almost exclusively with the bad com- 
municator as the only one who can be changed, suppose we also work on the 
receiver. 

The out-of-the-box question then is, “Can we think of verbal abuse as we do. 
a virus and develop psychological vaccines strong enough to prevent the virus 
from creating damage?” If the verbally “abused” no longer experiences himself or 
herself as abused when subjected to the same virus that formerly would have 
been experienced as negative, we have, ironically, protected the abused even 
more. i 

Obviously I share the ideal of giving criticism well. That is what the previous 
chapter is about, and that leaves fewer people hurt and leaves everyone happier 
because the criticism is more easily received. And if criticism always happened 
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in this ideal way, this chapter would be helpful, but not necessary. In reality, 
though, even the best of us has been verbally abusive (via shouting, put-downs, 
name calling, and lying). 

If we are to prepare out children to be pioneers of political, social, or scien- 
tific change, we have to do more than protect them from criticism, verbal abuse, 
and neglect: We have to prepare them to experience it as a growth opportunity. 
We can read the biography of almost anyone we wish our children to have as a 
role model and be astonished at the amount of criticism they endured in their 
time. "Try Jesus, Gandhi, Darwin, or Sir Thomas Moore; Lincoln, FDR, or King; 
Socrates, Galileo, or Gopernicus; Elizabeth Cady Stanton or Susan B. Anthony; 
Finstein or the Wright Brothers; Kinsey or Freud. Learning to handle criticism is 
a prerequisite to success. 

While these pioneers all endured criticism that would have defeated most of 
their colleagues, still others endured childhoods that were textbook examples of 
abuse and neglect. And some, like Charles Dickens, actually used the abuse, ne- 
glect, and rejection of their growing-up years as the very fuel for their success. 
Significantly, Dickens didn’t ask for self pity, but pioneered reform based on em- 
pathy for his characters, such as: David Copperfield and Oliver. What allowed 


_these leaders to succeed while others with similarly abusive backgrounds sank? 


They learned to use criticism, abuse, neglect, and rejection to create fires they 
controlled rather than be consumed by the fire in their soul. 

If you've had an adolescent son (or been one), you've doubtless seen this 
process in progress. Unless you've been very protective, you've probably over- 
heard him exchanging wit-covered put-downs with his friends. I'd go so far as to 
say that the commerce of male adolescence is the trading of wit-covered put- 
downs. You've probably noticed he does this the most with boys he calls his “best 
friends.” Why? Wit-covered put-downs are boys’ way of teaching each 
other to handle the criticism they will have to handle if they are to be- 
come a success. It is also boys’ way of teaching each other to handle the rejec- 
tion that comes with still being the gender expected to take the sexual initiatives 
and to handle the failures should they risk business ventures, or becoming an in- 
ventor, or the personal attacks should they risk running for political office. 

In concrete terms, boys learning to associate criticism (even public criti- 
cism) with friendship is part of what allows two male lawyers to go at each other 
in court one day and talk as friends on a golf course the next day, or allows can- 
didates Bush and Gore to criticize candidates Reagan and Clinton, respectively, 
in the primaries only to have Reagan and Clinton ask their critics to be their vice 
presidential partners for the next four years. 

That's the upside of knowing how to endure criticism. But it left two crucial 


unresolved problems. First, notice that most people who endure public criticism 


are men. Second, these men often paid a severe price—the price of disconnect- t 
ing from their feelings to handle criticism. Or, perhaps even worse, becoming so | 
proficient with their defenses, in the form of wit, social criticism, or leadership 
skills, that sometimes unhealthy defenses evolved into a primary source of 
praise. And this left many of these men ineffective in their love relationships. 
(The qualities it takes to succeed are often inversely related to the qualities it 
takes to love.! Put another way, the qualities it takes to succeed in life are often 
inversely related to the qualities it takes to love your wife.) 

How, then, do we create the ability to endure criticism, even use it as the 
fuel for success, and at the same time prepare our children to fully love and be 
in touch with their feelings? My goal in this chapter is to offer my reader a vac- 
cine against the virus of criticism that allows us to succeed in love, succeed in 
life, and still be in touch with our feelings. 


‘THE FOUR CONSTANTS 


I call the four points below “constants” because they work only if they are con- 
stantly kept in mind (during the process of listening to criticism or anger). Again, 
if this feels overwhelining, remember, even a little listening, like a little smile, is 
better than none. Toward the end of the chapter, I provide a Starter Kit with the 
essentials, but it’s best to have the larger picture in mind first. 


THE “CINEMATIC” APPROACH AS INSURANCE POLICY 


Because criticism feels like being killed, we're not going to be open to it unless 
we have a bullet-proof vest. The “cinematic” approach is that vest. 

You can probably recall watching a film in which your gut was in turmoil. I 
felt this watching Saving Private Ryan. I had to keep assuring myself, “It’s only a 
film, I can choose to let it get to me or realize it’s just images on a screen.” Simi- 
larly, when I feel criticism is getting to me, I imagine the criticizer being on 
a movie screen, and my having the choice to “take it in” or listen with the fas- 
cinated, but removed, interest of someone watching a film. In Hinduism, the 
person doing this is called the “witness.” 

This “cinematic” approach is also Buddhist in its orientation, seeing life as a 
play and seeing ourselves as playing roles. As Shakespeare would put it, “All the 
world’s a stage” and we are but players making our entrances and exits. The “cin- 
ematic” approach keeps our ego from preventing us from viewing the situation as 
other's would view it. | 

Think of criticism as the sun and our ego as a magnifying glass. When the 
sun is directed through the magnifying glass it burns, it doesn’t nourish. When 
criticism comes through the magnifying glass of our ego, we're more likely to get 
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a sunburn than a tan. Our job is to let the sun nourish as it was intended to nour- 
ish, not burn by putting our ego between it and us. 

The paradox of the “cinematic” approach is that because we know we can 
temporarily remove our egos, we become free to involve ourselves. When we see 
our partner's story in the same way we would see a character on the screen’s story 
as his or her story, the threat is gone and we can focus on their story. 

Become a master of the “cinematic” approach. Begin by renting a video of a 
murder mystery; when you get to a scene you can’t handle, keep replaying it until 
you can choose at will to alternate between full-ego involvement and cinematic- 
witness—type ego involvement. When you've mastered that, then purposely dis- 
cuss politics or religion (or whatever pushes your buttons), with a friend. 

Let the cinematic approach be triggered the second you experience any feel- 
ing of discomfort, especially anger, during a conversation (especially with a loved 
one). But remember, it is only a positive because you will have your turn to ex- 
press your feelings. And it is only necessary because no human being can be sup- 
portive of someone “killing” them if they actually experience the knife going in. 


-You are not missing what your loved one is saying, you are just removing your ego 


enough so you don’t overwhelm your defenses and trigger a nuclear attack. 

I mentioned that the paradox of the “cinematic” approach is that because we 
know we can remove ourselves, we become free to involve ourselves in our loved 
one’s story. How? 


KEEPING THE ENERGY ON OUR PARTNER’S STORY 


The second core ingredient to providing a safe environment for our partner's crit- 
icism and anger is keeping our energy on our partner's story rather than on our 
defenses. 

Why a “story”? Once. we look at our partner's experience as a story it is eas- 
ier to. remember because our unconscious has been programmed to remember 
stories better than abstractions or facts. By story, I don’t mean fiction. I mean 
their version; their mini-bio if you will. But you're listening to it as you would lis- 
ten to a story, with one event evolving naturally from the other, as she or he sees 
and experiences it. 

Most people, when confronted by criticism, self-listen rather than listen to 
their partner. The self-listening is pretty all-consuming because the self-listener 
not only has to prepare defenses in response to everything their partner is saying, 
but modify the defenses to adjust to each new criticism. If someone is busy 
ducking bullets, they are not going to be looking at the point of the bullet. 

For example, when Janet complained that her husband often drifted off in 
conversations, her husband, Jim, “self-listened’—he listened to himself create 
defenses such as, “When I drift off, it’s because I’m tired and need some time to 


. relax first,” or “I'm in the middle of something and you interrupt. If you'd wait till N 
I finish, or just give me a half hour of peace and quiet after I come home, I'd be 
ready to pay attention. But you never give me that.” 

Jim self-listened, then counterattacked. Which created for Janet a danger- 
ous environment for the expression of feelings: Instead of being heard, she was 
attacked. Note that what Jim said might be true, and that his solution might be 
valid. But everything has its season. A peach picked before it is ripe is a stone. 

Jim’s primary job is to focus on Janet's version of herself. When Jim wants to hear 
Janet like a child wants to hear the next sentence in a bedtime story, then Janet 
will want to share her feelings like a parent wants to tell a bedtime story. We love 
telling bedtime stories to our children as much as children love to hear them in 
part because the child is not building defenses as the bedtime story is being told. 
The child’s energy is with the story. The child is not looking for flaws in the story. 

Jim’s job is to want to hear Janet with the anticipatory enthusiasm of an 
Archimedes who knows he’s on the verge of another “Eureka!” He is on the verge 
of a “Eureka!”—he is discovering his loved one. Jim's job, then, is to get into 
Janet’s emotions and needs. Jim’s job is to get into Janet’s story. He can do this 
because his ego is not involved with himself. And once, of course, he can do it 
with Janet, he can do it with his parents, children, employer . . . 

When Jim kept the energy on Janet’s story, Janet's body language softened. 
She felt heard. She became loving. She stopped repeating her story. Jim no 
longer saw Janet as a nag. Janet no longer saw Jim as a . . . (some things are bet- 
ter left unsaid). 


SEARCH OUT YOUR PARTNER’S BEST INTENT; AVOID THE GREAT 
TEMPTATION OF DISTORTION 


You'll need a focal point as you're tracking your partner's “story line.” Make the 
focal point your search for your partner's best intent: the best spirit of your loved 
one's strongest argument. 

In every good story there is a villain —a devil, if you will. The devil in most 
people's criticism is distortion. It is the Great Temptation—tempting us to lose 
our ability to search out our partner's best intent, and if it has its way, tempting 
us to lose focus on our partner's story altogether. 

Each time you hear your loved one distort your perspective, think of it as a 
challenge to leap over, duck under, or dance around. Why? Distortion usually de- 
rives from misinformation or pain (pain that may surface as malice, but under- 
neath, pain). If it’s misinformation, well, a critic's fear of retaliation leaves her or 
him with a one-track mind; when misinformation is coming one way on one 
track, new information cannot go the other way on the same track without a train 
crash. So step aside. 


How To HEAR CRITICISM SO IT CAN EASILY BE GIVEN 


WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


And as for pain, it is best resolved by empathy. So either way, avoid the great 
temptation of being pushed off your track of searching out-your partner's best in- 
tent rather than his or her story. 


\ 


Be ABSOLUTELY CERTAIN YOUR PARTNER CARES 


I can rail on ad infinitum that if someone cares enough about you to risk being 
emotionally “stabbed” by you in order to get closer to you, well, that's a lot of car- 
ing, but chances are you're a bit skeptical about your partner's criticism being a 
sign of your partner's caring. And since you can't get to Step 1 of providing a safe 
environment for feelings—giving supportive eye contact that’s genuine—unless 
you genuinely believe your partner cares, let’s see how we can be sure your part- 
ner does care. 

Its almost impossible to think of someone as caring when they are lashing 
out at us. Some of us lived in the era when a child being spanked was part of be- 
ing a good parent (“Spare the rod, spoil the child”) rather than a reason to call 
911. Nevertheless, few of us believed it when our parents said, “This hurts me 
more than it hurts you.” We didn’t believe caring and lashing out at us could be 
connected until we became parents—until we reversed roles. So I'll ask you to 
reverse roles, but with your partner. 

Think of the last time you felt critical of your partner. Did you fear bringing 
it up? Did you feel you were walking on eggshells? Did you think of yourself as 
trying to “get up the courage” to bring it up? Did it require courage because you 
were risking being “stabbed”? 

If you finally got up the courage, was your willingness to risk being “stabbed” 
a reflection of your caring enough about intimacy to take that risk? If you believe 
that’s true for you, could it also be true for your partner? If you're sure your part- 
ner doesn't care as much as you do, tell me, what are you doing with your partner? 

The resistance to becoming convinced that our partner really cares is that 
the conviction implies our shifting from “the problem with our partner” to our 
own responsibility. 

Okay, so exactly what is the best way to give supportive eye contact while our 
partner appears to be engaging in unilateral guerrilla warfare? 


EIGHT STEPS TOWARD PROVIDING A SAFE ENVIRONMENT FOR 


YOUR PARTNER’S CRITICISM AND ANGER 


These eight steps are all important to have in the back of your mind, but re- 
member to begin with the Starter Kit at the end of the chapter, otherwise you'll 
be overwhelmed. 


GivE YouR PARTNER SUPPORTIVE EYE CONTACT 


You are free to give your partner supportive eye contact that’s genuine because 
your ego is not in fear of being sliced and diced, and you know your partner cares. 
(That’s what your supportive eye contact is supporting—being cared for.) Look 
into your loved one’s eyes, repeating in your mind’s eye, “His/her best intent is to 
be closer to me.” Your eyes of love are your partner's greatest incentive to open 
up. They signal your willingness to provide a safe environment for your partner's 
criticism or anger. With that safety signal comes a responsibility to keep your 
partner safe. 

Your eyes are also expressing a relaxed eagerness to hear what's on your part- 
ners mind. This might be expressed by a nod of receptivity, or just eyes of recep- 
tivity. | 

Suppose your partner challenges you, “Why did you . . . ever do that?” Just 
tell your partner, “At this point, just let me hear you out.” The moment you say 
why you did it is the moment you transfer the energy from your partner to your- 
self; you lose your ability to focus all your energy on your partner's story. You lose 
your supportive eye contact. 


GivE YOUR PARTNER VERBAL SUPPORT 
Draw your partner out by saying, for example, “Tell me more about that... ,” 


yy 66 ” 


“Yes, I see... ,” “Would you explain... ,” “Mmm...” But no more than a few 


words. Never transfer the energy from your partner to yourself. 


Now THE Bic ONE: SHARE WITH YOUR PARTNER YOUR 
UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT SHE OR HE SAID 


Focus first on the main points, always incorporating the specific examples that 
generated upset for your partner. You do this not by saying “I heard you,” but by 
saying what you heard. Not by saying, “I see you're upset,” but by being specific 
about what upset your partner. “Getting it” means going beyond the bottom line 
to the specific incidents and feelings that add up to the bottom line. 

Do not offer assurances, but describe the specific feeling your partner said 
it created. (When your partner has described a feeling, do a best guess.) 

Since you've searched out your partner's best intent, this is the time to let 
your partner know your understanding of his or her best intent. 

Whatever you do, do not problem solve. That’s for the end, and only if asked. 
Quick problem solving is usually premature problem solving. It is only telling 
your partner you are smarter than she or he is—you can figure out in a minute 
what your partner couldn't figure out at all. 


i] 
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When I brought up the problem with premature problem solving at a work- 
shop at Esalen (in Big Sur, California), one of the women in the workshop, Liz, 
shared the following experience. 

Liz had two children and ran a small public relations business out of her 
home. We had spent the morning on criticizing and listening skills, when Liz said 
she'd been trying to share something with her husband, Bob, and she felt he had 
tried to help but she didn’t feel satisfied. 

Liz explained, “I told Bob that when the children come home at three thirty, 
I feel bad when I’m talking to a client and the kids have to slip me a note. I 
promise myself I'll fix something healthy for them before they get home, but I 
don’t usually get around to it. Then I feel guilty if I let them have junk food and 
guilty if I don't. 

“When I mentioned this to Bob, he volunteered that he would prepare them 
a snack the night before. I really appreciated that, so I'm mad at myself for not 
feeling, well, satisfied with the conversation. Is something wrong with me or does 
it have to do with what you're calling premature problem solving?” 

After Bob took a ribbing about his being a “premature problem solver” 
(which gave me a minute to think of how I wanted to handle this), I responded, 
“Pretend it’s a month ago, and you're at that moment when Bob came up with the 
solution. Pretend he didn’t. Role play from that moment on, as if you were hav- 
ing that conversation then—a month ago.” Liz and Bob both agreed. She and 
Bob sat across from each other. 

“Yesterday Erin’s lunch got wet, so I fixed her something when she came 
home, but then I forgot a telephone appointment with a client and got a ‘what 
type of business is this?” message on my answering machine from a new client. 
God, Bob, that made me feel like a fraud—trying to compete with the big guys 
out of my home.” l 

Bob looked at her with a bundle of love in his eyes, “Honey, you're not a 
fraud, you're saving your client overhead and youre brighter. and more experi- 
enced than all those inexperienced college grads who know more about footnotes 
than public relations.” © | 

Liz appreciated his confidence in her, but she still did not have a look of 
complete satisfaction. Bob complained, “I can’t seem to please her. Why?” They 
both Jooked at me. 

“Bob, you're supportive, and that's great; you're tracking, and that’s great. 
And I'm sure Liz feels your love. But you're still problem solving, just in a differ- 
ent way—via assurance.” 

“Okay, so I should reflect back what Liz says.” Bob.stopped, got his act to- 
gether, and said, “What I hear you saying is that you feel overwhelmed by the de- 

AN mands of work both. outside and inside the home.” 





At first this left Liz frustrated. “Bob does seem to understand the essence, it 
but I can’t honestly say | feel understood.” 

“So what do I do?” Bob asked. ‘ 

“Bob, you're giving Liz the bottom line, not the feelings that lead to the con- 
clusion. She wants to know you understand her journey, not just where she ended 
up. When you are specific, she knows you carry in your mind the same vi- 
sual pictures she carries in hers. This is what makes her feel understood.” 

Bob paused, “That’s clearer . . .” 

Sensing “clearer” wasn't clear enough, I asked Bob what he did for a living. 
He said he was a construction contractor. 

“Bob, would you feel more understood by Liz empathizing that you had a 
tough day, or by her letting you know how frustrating it must have been when one 
of your subcontractors didn’t show up for the second day in a row, how that was 
going to prevent the drywall from being added for a week because the drywaller 
was scheduled today, and that was making the customer not trust you . . . ?” 

Bob brightened. I saw the lightbulb go off in the form of a Cheshire cat’s 
grin. “I got it. That’s the first time it’s become really clear.” 

After some discussion, f decided to take it to the next level. “What’s clear 
thus far is that Liz would like specifics, but something else also happened when 
you gave Liz assurance.” | 

Bob and Liz and everyone looked blank. “Okay, we need a break. Dance mu- 
sic on. Ten minutes. Forget the question. I'll repeat it when we return.” 

After the break, Liz immediately volunteered, “I don’t know if this is what 
you have in mind, but I have to admit that at the time I did feel interrupted.” 

“That’s exactly what | had in mind. No one who is interrupted feels satisfied 
she or he is really being heard.” 

“Let me assure you,’ Bob said. “Liz usually isn’t shy about objecting to being 
interrupted.” 

Liz had a different take, “Actually, Bob, you hear about it when I object, but 
not when I keep it to myself. I wonder what makes me object sometimes, but not 
others.” 

“When we get interrupted by someone offering assurance or help, it is the 
most difficult to complain becausé we appear to be an ingrate. It's like filling the 
pitcher of a hungry person with milk and the hungry person feeling awkward ex- 
plaining they don't like milk.” Another workshop participant chimed in, “So, Liz, 
if you hadn't been interrupted, what would you have said?” 

Liz looked both fearful and grateful at the opportunity to continue. “Well, I 
felt terrible yesterday when, once again, I had to rely on Judy to take Alex to soc- 
cer and Erin to baseball--I’m so overdue. And even though Judy took them, I got 
involved in a conference call and didn’t have time-to prepare a decent dinner. 
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And after dinner, although you helped with the homework and cleaned the 
dishes, Bob, and | appreciated that, I couldn't ignore the kids’ questions. By the 
time we tucked them in, I had no time to prepare adequately for a presentation 
to obtain a new client.” 

Liz paused. 

Bob, with a very positive attitude, began, “What I hear you saying is- ” 

| was hesitant to stop Bob, but the point was crucial. “Bob, I love your will- 
ingness to get right in there, but the reason | ask the listener to wait until she or 
he is asked to speak is because sometimes the most difficult things are saved for 
last, when we're on a coll and our not being interrupted makes us increase our 
trust enough to share them.” | 

| could see now that there was a part of Liz that wished | had just let Bob 
jump in, and a part that was relieved. I could feel Liz's mind moving at a vertigi- 
nous pace with both a need to share and a fear of sharing. l encouraged her to 
continue. 

“Oh, boy . . . Well, | was so tired last night, and when I felt pressure from 
you to make love, then anger and rejection when I felt too tired, that turned me 
off even more. Emotionally I felt I had another kid on my hands.” Liz lightened 
it up by joking, “I just need a thirty-six -hour day,” but Bob was already crushed. 

Later Bob told us he normally would have responded either defensively about 
his sexual needs of told Liz he understood her by discussing the equal but paral- 
lel pressures he endures (thus transferring the energy from Liz to him), or prob- 
lem solved: even offering Liz the option of not working, or working part-time, while 
he assumed the financial burden. He acknowledged that all these responses 
crossed his mind- -no, they actively tempted him- -but he was clear that none of 
these responses left Liz feeling understood. So he kept focused on Liz's story. 

As Bob put it, “It reminded me of when I played end in sand-lot. football- 
someone waving his hand in my face trying to distract me, and me trying to re- 
main focused on the ball.” 

Liz looked at Bob and said, “Keep practicing that football. | can’t remember 
when I've felt closer to you, Bob.” 


We took another break. Liz and Bob took a longer one. 


EXPAND ON YOUR PARYINER’S BEST INTENT BY SHARING YOUR OWN 
New INsSIGHTS— INSIGHTS YoU BELIEVE WOULD INCREASE YOUR 
PARTNER’S FEELINGS OF BEING UNDERSTOOD- 


When Jim told Janet he was upset about her drifting off when he was speaking 
with her, Janet, after a lot of discussion in our workshop, eventually responded, 
in effect, that, “When I drift off, you must feel like I don’t respect you. I guess 
you probably feel taken for granted.” 
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‘That came fairly easily from Janet. But as I asked Janet to really get into Jims \| 
feelings (as best as she could imagine them), she came out with, “On some level 
you must feel like you are being set up to have an affair if just to meet some 
woman who will pay attention to you.” When Jim felt Janet's generosity, he re- 
sponded, “I hadn't quite thought of it that way, but I guess you're right. Ironically, 
when you're so generous, it makes me feel loved, and that makes me not even 
want to think about an affair.” l 

I then asked Janet to see if she could connect Jim’s feelings to any other feel- 
ings Jim had been having. Suddenly Janet had a little epiphany, “No wonder you 
say that sometimes when we make love, I seem like I’m doing it for you, not for 
me. That's the way my drifting off feels at those moments, yes?” 

Jim’s body language softened. He smiled, took Janet's hand, and pulled her 
toward him for a long hug. Janet seemed pretty focused. 


ASK Your PARTNER Jo CLARIFY ANYTHING You May IIAVE 
MISINTERPRETED OR OMITTED 


After the clarification, share your new understanding with your partner. Repeat 
the process until your partner feels completely heard. 


TAKE A BRIEF BREAK 


Take a brief break, especially if getting to this point has been exhausting. Hold 
each other. It’s okay to allow this to drift into lovemaking, but only if you return to 
the listener's response. | emphasize this because as a rule women are more likely 
to register complaints and men ate more likely to want sex and, if a man thinks 
listening without giving his response won't get her upset and, therefore, will lead 
to sex, then not responding is a hig temptation. Since most women don't like to 
listen to men complaining or expressing anger, it's tempting to strike a nonverbal, 
perhaps even unconscious, bargain of his listening to her but not responding 
with his perspective. But that bargain is truly a Faustian deal for both sexes he- 
cause, if the process stops without the man having an opportunity to clarify per- 
ceived distortions, then he'll build up anger that will surface as sudden outbursts, 


drinking, flirtations, or affairs. Fventually there is less intimacy and less sex. 


RESPOND BY REVERSING ROLES 


Now (finally!) explain your perspective. It is fine to clarify what you feel are dis- 
tortions. Do not, though, bring up new issues. Bring up only the issues that are 
directly related to the ones already brought up by your partner. Even though you 
are responding, you are still focusing on your partner's initial source of complaint 
or upset. _ 
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You and your partner reverse roles—your partner plays listener in the same 
way you played listener. That is, your partner reflects back to you what you say, 
asks you if there are any distortions, and you both continue until you feel well 
represented and understood. And most important, your partner does all this 
within the framework of the four constants (the “cinematic” approach; energy on 


you; searching out your best intent; and certainty that you care). 


GIVE THE PERSON Wuo D1p'Nor BRING UP A COMPLAINT AN 
OPPORTUNITY To Do So 


. The first time or two you go through these steps, you may have only enough en- 
ergy to handle one complaint by one person. If that's the case, schedule a specific 
time for the other person to register her or his. complaint, then reverse the 
process, with the complainer following the guidelines in chapter 2 (on giving crit- 
icism) and the listener following the guidelines in this chapter. . 

As you become more proficient, you'll be able to schedule the sharing and 
caring evenings and go through two to four complete rounds. In the process of 


becoming proficient, though, pay attention to these four caveats. 


FOUR CAVEATS 


The first two of these areas—the way we offer physical support and the tendency 
to make promises to change our behavior—can undermine our effectiveness 
as we execute the Eight Steps; the second two- -rising expectations and self- 
righteousness—can undermine our effectiveness even when we ve done virtually 


everything right. 


PHYSICAL SUPPORT 


The best way to support your partner by physical touch is to ask your partner 
what feels most supportive. Many people don’t want any physical touch when 
they are criticizing—they want space. l 

- If your partner prefers no touching, fine; but before you label your partner as 
anti-touch, ask your partner, “When I touch you while you're making a point, do 
you sometimes feel controlled by the way I touch?” For example, Sam noticed 
that Susan often took his hand when she wanted to interrupt. He experienced 
the touch not as an act of intimacy, but as an act of control. 

Sam also noticed Susan withdrew her hand when he said the “wrong” thing 
and returned when he said the “right” thing. From his perspective, then, touch- 
ing was not an act of intimacy, but a reward and punishment system that made 
him feel like a behavior-modification experiment in Pavlov’s lab. 

y, Assuming our touch is not masking a need to control, then the form of phys- 


ical support most frequently appreciated is being touched very lightly on the foot, V 


shoulder, or knee (depending on your position vis-à-vis your partner). The em- 


phasis here is on “very lightly” because virtually any other touch feels controlling - 


to the criticizer. 

Of course, once your partner is satisfied that she or he has been fully heard, 
the issue isn't as “touchy,” so to speak. ‘Then holding your partner is more likely 
to signal acceptance and support. Hold each other in silence for ten to twenty 
seconds. Spend part of it giving each other appreciative eye contact. 


AvoID PROMISES To CHANGE 


Men tend to be problem solvers and especially prone to listening to women for 
the purpose of getting to the bottom line so he can figure out a solution while 
she's elaborating. Therefore, when this process is finished, he’s likely to be 


tempted to be spontaneously generous, promising a change in his behavior, or to . 


rescue her in some other way (get married, have a child, get a new home). Hold 


off on the promise of a behavior change—-especially if you're a man. It’s a shock ` 


for many men to discover that a woman who feels heard, listened to, and re- 
spected feels so well-cared for that her needs for change in behavior are signifi- 
cantly reduced. It’s usually better to wait a few days to see if the real behavior 
that needed change was the expression of compassion. On the other hand, if the 
behavior change is simple, inexpensive, and can be done quickly, go for it. 


RISING EXPECTATIONS 


Every change comes with shadow sides ---that is, a cost, downside, trade-off, or a 
more selfish motive than has been openly acknowledged. One shadow side is 
common to every positive change in human behavior: rising expectations. Our 
partner changes, but we want even more, faster. So we're no happier than we 
were before. 

For a society, rising expectations have a positive value—_they avoid compla- 
cency and stimulate us to make the next layer of improvement—but they are 
damaging to individual happiness. And whenever, as an individual or as a society, 
we raise our expectations faster than we raise our level of change, we defeat hap- 
piness and therefore defeat the purpose of change. 


L] 
SELF-RIGHTEOUSNESS 


A second shadow side is one common to virtually every stage of psychological 
growth: self-righteousness. It grows out of our belief that we have changed more 
than our partner. Why? We're aware of all of our efforts, but we see only our 
partner's outcome. Their efforts are usually invisible. The problem is, our partner 
sees all of his or her efforts and only your outcome. So both of you become self- 
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righteous. And angry at not being acknowledged for our efforts. Moreover, self- 
righteousness is worse than the problem it replaces. Even defensiveness is not as 
ugly as self-righteousness. ) 

Because self-righteousness makes us both angrier and uglier, thus defeating 
our efforts to be happier and more loving, having a way to avoid it is important. The 
first way is to be aware that the real issue we are dealing with is feeling unloved. 
That is, when we do not see our partner’s efforts clearly, we unconsciously 
believe that they are not making as much effort as we are because they 
love us less than we love them. What we're really shouting when we tell them 
about all the changes we've made, is, “I’m afraid I love you more than you love 
me. It makes me afraid of rejection. It makes me scared. I feel like a little child.” 

The solution? First, just share that; share your fear of not being loved. Shar- 
ing your fears makes you endearing; a litany of your efforts makes you a braggart. 

Second, search for the efforts. A woman friend of miné had a habit of being 
late. When I told her she had kept me waiting and the sacrifices I had made to 
get there on time myself, her natural response was defensiveness. When I spent 
just-a second imagining the efforts she had made to get there on time, I was al- 
most always able to come up with something, to the effect of, “How are you? You 
must have had a load on your hands finishing your workday, getting dinner ready 
for the children, and dealing with their complaints about being left alone for the 
evening.” When I chose that route, she felt seen and usually began by volunteer- 
ing an apology. The result was appreciation from her, a hug, and me experiencing 
her love. And that was what I wanted. 


A QUICKIE REVIEW 


Before we look at the Starter Kit, let’s get a quick review of everything we've been 
through. Remember, this is not a guide, but a review. 


A QUICKIE REVIEW TO PROVIDING A SAFE ENVIRONMENT 
FOR YOUR PARTNER’S CRITICISM AND ANGER 


$ 


THE FOUR CONSTANTS 


¢ The “Cinematic” Approach as Insurance Policy. Imagine the criticizer 


being on a movie screen. You have the choice to “take it in” or listen. 


- Keeping the Energy on Your Partner's Story. Don't be thinking of your 
possible response. 


¢ Search Out Your Partners Best Intent. Avoid the great temptation of 
distortion. 


° Be Absolutely Certain Your Partner Cares. Do this by recalling how 


much you care when you criticize your partner. 


EIGHT STEPS TOWARD PROVIDING A SAFE ENVIRONMENT FOR YOUR 
PARTNER’S CRITICISM AND ANGER 


* Give Your Partner Supportive Eye Contact. This can only be genuine 
if it emanates from all four constants. These eyes of love are your 
partner's greatest incentive to open up. With them comes a respon- 


sibility to keep your partner safe. 
e Give Your Partner Verbal Support. Like, “Tell me more.” 


¢ The Big One: Share with Your Partner Your Understanding of What 
She or He Said. Give specific examples that illustrate those points 
so your partner knows both your hearts share the same “visual pic- 
ture.” 


e Expand on Your Partner's Best Intent. Now that you know your 
partner's story, what feelings must she or he have that have not been 
expressed directly yet. 


« Ask Your Partner to Clarify Anything You May Have Misinterpreted or 
Omitted. Repeat this process until your partner agrees that you both 
share the same perception of the complaint. 


e Take a Brief Break. Be certain you return to the process of the lis- 
tener having a chance to clarify perceived distortions. Men: Beware 
of the Faustian deal of silence for sex. In the long run it means less 
intimacy and less sex. 


¢ Respond by Reversing Roles. Time for your perspective, but not your 
own issues yet. Stick with the issues your partner presented. Your 


partner follows the steps to providing a safe environment. 


e Give the Person Who Did Not Bring up a Complaint an Opportunity 
to Do So. It’s the listener's turn to bring up whatever is bothering 
him or her. 
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THE STARTER KIT o 


The Quickie Review can still overwhelm—it’s still a twelve-step program. When 
we're beginning it’s often better to try the essential steps, experience some satis- 
faction, then add on. Besides, anger and criticism usually erupt too sponta- 
neously to have the time to read a chapter to discover the appropriate response. 
And when we're hurt so much, we don’t even want to do that. The best we can 
hope for is a willingness to glance at a Starter Kit once our nervous system no 
longer feels like it’s being struck by lightning. 
So here's a Starter Kit . . . 


THE STARTER KIT TO PROVIDING A SAFE ENVIRONMENT 
FOR YOUR PARTNER’S CRITICISM AND ANGER 


THE TWO ESSENTIAL CONSTANTS 


¢ The “Cinematic” Approach as Insurance Policy. Imagine the criticizer 


being on a movie screen. You have the choice to “take it in” or listen. 


¢ Focus Your Energy on Your Partner's Story. Don’t be thinking of your 
possible response. 


THE FOUR STARTER STEPS 


* Give Your Partner Supportive Eye Contact. This can be genuine if it 
emanates from the Constants. These eyes of love are your partner's 
greatest incentive to open up. With them comes a responsibility to 


keep your partner safe. 


e The Big One: Share the Main Points of Your Partner's Best Intent. Also 
include the examples that illustrate those points so your partner 


knows both your hearts share the same “visual picture.” 


¢ Ask Your Partner to Clarify Anything You May Have Misinterpreted or 
Omitted. Repeat this process until your partner agrees that you both 
‘share the same perception of the complaint. 


e Respond by Reversing Roles. Time for your perspective, but not your 
own issues yet. Stick with the issues your partner presented. Your 


partner follows the steps to providing a safe environment. 


I suggest using the Starter Kit at least the first few times you try this. How- yi 
ever, even if you're a woman who does provide a safe environment in these ways, 
you can be even more helpful encouraging your partner or son to open up by be- 
coming aware of the forces that surround us everyday that reward men for re- 
pressing feelings even as we ask them to express feelings. 
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HOW 1o Help Men 
Express Peeling 


# hen a friend of mine read the title of this chapter, she asked, “If men 
want help expressing feelings, why don’t they just get help—go to a 
therapist, form a support group, talk with each other—do what women do when 
they need help?” I asked her to imagine a man in the 1950s saying, “If women 
want to own companies, why don’t they just start one, like men do?” 

The belief that men don’t need help is part of the problem. In contrast, we 
have helped women make transitions to traditional male skills by using virtually 
every major institution of society and billions of dollars (math and science pro- 
grams only for women, affirmative action programs, minority status, special 





scholarship funds, self-esteem courses, a women’s movement, professional asso- 
ciations for women in every profession, associations of university women, 
women’s magazines, TV talk shows, all-female schools). In this deeper respect, 
neither men nor women have changed: Men are still playing protector of 
women’s transitions, and both sexes expect only men to make transitions on their 
own. 

Helping men express feelings starts with understanding why men don't ex- 
press them. Do we give lip service to wanting men to express feelings and reward 
men for repressing feelings? Yes. Who's the “we” who does this? The family, the 


- workplace, the church, the government, the education system. Here's how. 


WHY CAN’T MEN EXPRESS THEIR FEELINGS? 


Many people believe men communicated better before industrialization be- 
cause, for example, they taught their trade to their sons. But working together is 


communicating about performing, not communicating about feelings. Sharing 


instructions about how to perform better for others is very different than sharing if 
feelings about life experiences that make us happy or sad. | 

The nature of men’s responsibilities distanced men from feelings, whereas 
the nature of women’s responsibilities encouraged the expression of feelings. 
Men’s pay paid women to love and nurture, to connect and feel. To be nurturer- 
connectors. In contrast, men received their pay by being some form of killer- 
protector. By becoming a human doing (a captain or a coal miner), not a human 
being (a person who feels happy or sad). Why? 

Societies in which men are unwilling to dispose of themselves in war were 
societies that usually got disposed of. Societies that were protected were pro- 
tected by killers, which is why I call the traditional role of men the role of killer- 
protector. Killers, like people who got killed, could not be in touch with their 
feelings. Killers could not be nurturer-connectors. 

Both sexes had an unconscious investment in keeping men from expressing 
feelings of fear and vulnerability. Why? Both sexes wanted a cadre of people al- 
ways available to protect them. This is why no legend told its children of beauti- 
ful princesses falling in love with conscientious objectors. 

Historically, then, a man being a human being was dysfunctional. A human 
being in touch with his feelings would value himself too much to want a bullet to 
go through his head in war or to be coughing up coal dust deep in a mine. If we 
taught men to repress feelings and rewarded him instead for being a captain he 
might be willing to die to protect us; if we paid him enough to feed his family if 
he worked in a coal mine, he might be willing to die sooner to keep us warm. But 
all that required him to forfeit his feelings—his power as a human being—and 
substitute it for “power” as a human doing: feeling obligated to earn money some- 
one else spent while he died sooner. . 

Becoming a human doing was exactly what society needed. But for an indi- 
vidual man, becoming a human doing was his undoing. 

All of this is man’s genetic heritage. However, man’s genetic heritage is in 
conflict with his genetic future. In the past, socializing men to become the best 
killer-protectors led to the survival of the “fittest.” In the future, with nuclear 

technology, training killers is more likely to lead to the destruction of everyone. 
And in the future, women will increasingly want men who can nurture them and 
connect with them. In the future, women will increasingly want nurturer- 
connectors, since part of what he will be nurturing is her ability to protect herself. 

In order to connect and nurture, it is not just helpful to be in touch with 
feelings, it is necessary. So man’s first job—his next evolutionary strategy—in- 
volves being in touch with his feelings. Because both sexes have an investment 
in this type of man, the path to changing this is difficult for both sexes. 
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DILBERT òy SCOTT ADAMS 


BUT NOT A MAN WHO THAT WOULO LEAVE... 
I LIKE MEN ONLY TALKS ABOUT GREEK MYTHOLOGY... 
WHO KNOL . SPORTS, OR COMPUTERS, AND ... YOU 
HOW TO OR HIS JOO, OR TV, 

OR SEX, OR JOKES, OR NO GREEK 


Thiet i 


Prior to the past thirty years, neither sex spoke very much to the other sex 
about what bothered them. Both sexes became passive-aggressive in different 
ways. Men got drunk and women got headaches. However, during the past thirty 
years, the women’s movement has supported women to express virtually every 
feeling women felt. To other women. To men. To society. Women’s feelings be- 
came course curriculum, women’s studies, TV specials, talk shows, and Lifetime 
cable. Women’s feelings were called both education and entertainment. Men's 
were repressed until they were called ulcers. 

Because men complained less, we made the false assumption that the com- 
plaints women experienced were only women’s complaints and, therefore, only 
women’s problems. Which created the rationale for women’s problems to be 
solved—or at least addressed—by public policy. 

Unfortunately, the conversations of the great majority of men are still fo- 
cused on one or more of what I call the “Five Male Crutches.”! They are: 


e Business 

e Women, as beauty or sex objects 
¢ Issues 

e Sports 


¢ Equipment (computers, cars, stereos, tools, guns, etc.) 


How is it that during thirty years of “liberation,” men have made so little 
progress expressing their feelings, and most of the time when they do, it’s at the 
behest of women? The truth is that virtually everything conspires against men 
expressing their feelings. Each internal and external influence tightens the grip 
of the vise, keeping him emotionally constipated. | 

Let’s start with the family, since the process of keeping men as human do- 
ings (rather than human beings) deadens our sons and leaves our daughter walk- 
ing down the aisle on her wedding day to be transferred from the arm of one 


- human doing to another. 


THE FAMILY 


THE “FATHER’S CATCH-22” 


When the main purpose of the family was survival, its main method of survival 
was the division of labor. And this created a division in the way fathers and moth- 


ers loved their family. A father’s traditional role prepared him to love his’ 


family by being away from the love of his family. Before the industrial rev- 
olution, a boy had to prepare to be away from his family in war, to hunt, and, to 
a lesser degree, in the field: After the industrial revolution, this intensified: The 
better a man was at supporting his wife and children, the more disconnected he 
was from the support of his wife and children. That was the Father’s Catch-22. 

The opposite was true of a mother. A mother’s role prepared her to love her 
family by being with the family she loved. 

We think of the division of labor as being outdated, but in fact it has 
reemerged. In the early '80s, a mother was 43 times more likely than the father 
to leave the workplace for family responsibilities;? more recently, a mom is 135 
times more likely to leave the workplace for family responsibilities.* 

Dad’s paycheck is still much more likely to pay Mom to love. And in poor 
families, where the government becomes a substitute husband, pay is given to 
mothers to love, but fathers in poor families rarely get paid to love. Whether rich 
or poor, it is rare for men to be paid to love. And the paychecks that pay women 
to love are the paychecks that take men away from love. 

It is still rare for us to financially support men who provide love; we still love 
men who provide support. 


A HUSBAND’S EMOTIONAL INVESTMENT 


Women are socialized to take advantage of four informal options for emotional 


support: husbands, women friends, children, and parents. Men are socialized to 


take advantage of only one of these informal options: their wife or woman friend. 


Since men tend to put all their emotional eggs in the basket of their wives (or 


women friends), it is difficult for a man to communicate feelings of disappoint- 
ment to his wife because, if she withdraws, it feels to him like his entire emo- 
tional support system has collapsed. | 

After a conflict, women are not only more likely to turn to other women 
friends for support, but are nine times more likely to be with their children 
should conflict become divorce. She is also much more likely to reconnect with 
her parents, both emotionally and financially. (A woman living with her mother 
has limited freedom; a man living with his mother has limited freedom and lim- 


ited respect.) For most men, the vacuum (of no support system) is so devastat- 
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ing, they'd rather agree with their wife than express their feelings and risk emo- 


tional withdrawal.. 


DIVORCE 


Atter divorce, women’s biggest fear is economic deprivation; men’s biggest fear is 
emotional deprivation. Divorce laws have given women some economic support 
after divorce; no laws have given men emotional support after divorce. Men are 
required to contimie their obligations to their exes in the form of alimony or child 
support; women are not required to continue their obligation to their exes in 
the form of homemaking or nurturing. At a point in history in which about 50 
percent of men are eventually deprived of marriage’s emotional support, we are 
compounding that deprivation by depriving men of other forns of emotional sup- 
port. | 

We had affirmative action programs to help women help themselves eco- 
nomically. Is it now time for affirmative action programs to do for men’s feelings 
what the government did for women’s economics? Instead of outlawing men’s or- 
ganizations, should it be part of the government's affirmative action programs to 

- sponsor and encourage all-male groups to help men teach themselves emotional 
responsibility? 

Unlike affirmative action programs aimed at helping women, which are paid 
for more by men, men’s groups nurturing men would relieve women of providing 
emotional support to men. All-male groups can help men teach themselves emo- 
tional responsibility without taxing women. 


CHILDREN OF DIVORCE 


Divorce has had an exceptionally difficult impact on boys expressing their feel- 
ings. It has left millions feeling abandoned by the person most eligible to be their 
role model. A boy brought up by his mom, then thrust into a 90 percent--female 
child-care environment and then an 85 percent female elementary school sys- 
tem has virtually no male role models. 

‘The result has been severe damage to a large portion of a whole generation 
of boys. Some join gangs for some male-male identity. A large study of urban chil- 
dren found that children from poor and wealthier families had equal crime rates 
if they both had dads. The difference in crime rate could be predicted only 
by comparing the children without fathers at home to the children with 
fathers at home.’ 

As for suburban boys, the six shootings in 1998.-’99, from Springfield, Ore- 
gon, to Littleton, Colorado, have been by boys in suburban public schools. Co- 


incidence or significant? What has been the relationship of these boys to their 





dads? If such studies have been done. they are not part of the public conscious- M 
ness, and therefore not molding public policy. When we care more about our 
sons, there will be fewer teenage graves for both our daughters and sons. 

In academic subjects, students coming from father-present families score 
higher in math and science even when they come from weaker schools. (Vhe poor 
educational performance in the United States in the past twenty years, especially 
in math and science, might have more to do with the absence of fathers than 
with the quality of schools.)? The deprivation of male role models is so pervasive 
and the impact so powerful that recent studies show that even when income was 
the same, both the boy and the girl child did better brought up by a single dad 
than a single mom.® 

Organizations like Boy Scouts and Big Brother are more vital than ever if we 
want fewer gangs and more positive male role models to teach oir sons and 
daughters intelligent risk taking. l'or example, team sports provide dozens of ar- 
eas not just of physical tension and conflict, but also of emotional tension and 
conflict. Our children need to experience many more male role models helping 
them translate what just happened on the playing field into what happens in 
their everyday life. 

We need, though, to introduce into organizations like Boy Scouts, Boys 
Clubs, and Big Brother discussions of ethics, values, relationships, and commu- 
nication, conducted by men of all ages, so that boys see men not only as physical | 
adventurers but as emotional adventurers as well. ‘These new male skills, mod- 
eled by men, should not substitute for the more traditional contributions men’s 
organizations have brought to boys. Rituals like taps, flag folding, marching, 
awards ceremonies. rituals that are repeated in predictable intervals. create 
feelings of security and stability on a deeply emotional and psychic level that are 
even more important in a culture of divorce than in a culture of intact families. 

When rituals are conducted in the presence of men or boys, it connects that 
security and stability to the men and boys. Boys miss this from a female parent, 
no matter how loving or conscientious she is, as virtually every single: mother I 
know is. 

Should groups like Boy Scouts include girls? Some male and female groups 
can be integrated, but there is also a value to single sex groups if we wish both 
sexes to express the full range of their feelings. Boys’ socialization to perform for 
girls and to protect girls inhibits boys from expressing feelings of vulnerability in 
front of girls, and girls are less open and more in conformity with what they think 
will bring them the approval of boys when boys are present. ‘lhat said, it is also 
important for our sons and daughters to spend most of their time with the other 
sex, since childhood is preparation for life with both sexes. 
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THE WORKPLACE 


Hasn't men’s emotional support system been the workplace? Mostly no. For 
many reasons the workplace is a far more precarious place for most men to ex- 
press feelings than for most women. 

Since a woman is still 135 times more likely than a man to leave the work- 
place for family reasons,’ her husband is still much more likely to be providing 
for the family, therefore more likely to be reptessing feelings of personal vulner- 
ability for fear of increasing his family’s vulnerability. In contrast, this woman is 
more likely to be developing friends who cannot hire or fire her, which allows her 
to express her feelings without fear. 

In addition, his and her style of seeking support are likely to be different. 
Imagine this couple getting into a conflict, both needing support. She picks up 
the phone, calls her woman friend, and. spends an hour reconstructing the con- 
flict—-what she said, he said, her response—all from her perspective. She ex- 
pects from her woman friend compassion (“Yes, he seems more interested in the 
sports pages than in you. You must feel lonely even when he’s there.”). Her 
woman friend is expected to share a similar story. Ultimately, she may get some 
advice, some of it even from the man’s perspective, but compassion is expected 
to precede advice. As it should. 

With him, it's different. Men develop fewer men friends. This tendency is 
magnified bythe fact that if he’s an assistant vice president of a bank and he tells 
the bank vice president about the conflict, he’s allowed, at most, a three-minute 
window of opportunity to share his story. No protector instinct is stimulated by 
the vice president toward a man. So after that three-minute window, he notices 
the bank vice president’s eyes glaze over, as if to say, “Okay, then, I’ve heard you, 
you ve had your opportunity to cry in your beer, now get back to work.” 

If he violates that three-minute window, well, when the next opportunity for 
promotion comes, the vice president will recommend someone else “who's less 
disturbed.” So the price to him of revealing his vulnerability is greater 
vulnerability. And if he’s supporting a wife and children, that’s a vulnerability he 
feels he has no right to expose. 

Is this different with the full-time working woman? Yes and no. Even when 
women work full-time, they average ten hours less in the workplace than full- 
time men because they have more responsibilities at home.® Therefore he still 
tends to be more colleague-as-friend dependent. 

A characteristic of jobs held mainly by women versus jobs held mainly by 
men is that jobs held by 80 percent or more women are often extensions of their 








maternal role, such as teacher, nurse, or social worker, while jobs held 90 percent | l | 
or more by men are likely to offer very little nurturance, such as a truck driver, i 
garbage collector, welder, roofer, or engineer. 

Human Resources Development (HRD) divisions of companies would ide- 
ally provide an outlet for men’s workplace frustrations and anger. Instead, 
though, a man who gets angry about a failed sexual relationship at work or a fail- 
ure to be promoted is seen as losing control, whereas a woman is seen as a vic- 
tim of discrimination. Her anger becomes a lawsuit; his becomes an ulcer. It is ` 
rare for HRD divisions to pro-actively seek out men’s feelings in these areas de- 
spite the fact that the expréssion of men’s feelings would be a perfect affirmative 
action program for a sex that has become successful via the repression of feel- 
ings. 

In brief, men have learned that expressing vulnerabilities at work is a haz- 
ardous job. Thus, the larger the family a man supports with that job, the more a 
wife who provides a safe environment for him to express feelings of vulnerability 
is uniquely treasured. 


THE CHURCH 


The church is the only worldwide institution to pro-actively invite all men to ask 
for help, to “let go, let God.” On the other hand, the people in most churches 
who are most respected are men who are giving help, not asking for help. And the 
women come to see the problem solvers, not the men asking for help. 

Christ himself was the ultimate problem solver—he died to save us from our 
sins. Christ, like most religious leaders, listened to those who asked for help and 
created miracles to solve their problems. It was for his invulnerability that he was 
worshipped. Thus, just as the family creates for men the Father's Catch-22, so 
the church creates for men the Religious Catch-22: we tell him to ask for help to 
preserve himself, even as we worship a man who disposed of himself. 

In contrast, both female socialization and the church encourage women to 
ask for help. Church, therefore, creates no conflict between female socialization 
and religion, as it does for men. Thus traditional churches are divided into 
mostly females praying to have their problems solved, and mostly males 
hired to solve their problems (ministers, rabbis, priests). Similarly, non- 
traditional spirituality is divided into mostly females seeking help and mostly 
male gurus competing to give it. 

A women without a man in her life, then, can choose among the church- 
as-substitute father, the government-as-substitute-husband, and the guru-as- 


substitute-mentor without any conflict with her female socialization. For men, 
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the government does not play the role of substitute wife and the church or guru 
as substitute parent or mentor creates greater conflict with the message to men 
that real respect comes with being the mentor, not asking for one. 

The church reinforces this conflict among its potential male followers every 
day. Even though the church is dominated by women seeking help, which would 
logically suggest the need for special outreach programs for men, we neverthe- 
less find there are women’s associations of Methodists, but no men’s associations 
of Methodists; there are Young Women of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter 
Day Saints, but no young mens. ... When church organizations do focus on 
men, they focus on responsibility, not opportunity. 

‘The one Christian church organization aimed at men- --Promise Keepers— 
also continues this contradiction. On the positive side, it supports men to express 
feelings, discuss family, and meet in small groups—an extraordinary positive con- 
tribution that again separates out the church as the one institution to offer men 
pre-crisis support. On the other hand, its emotional support comes with pressure 
on men to play the role of provider, the role that creates the Fathers Catch-22: 
providing for the family he loves by being away from the family he loves. 

In brief, the church's message to women is consistent----love your children by ' 
being with the children you love; the church’s message to men is conflicting—love 
your children by being away from the children you love. In the secular world, a 
woman who asks for help attracts a savior; a man who asks for help attracts no one. 
Thus for women there is no role conflict in attending church; for men there is con- 
siderable role conflict in attending church, asking for help, expressing vulnerability. 


THE GOVERNMENT-AS-SUBSTITUTE-HUSBAND 


The feminist movement, while helping many women become independent, has 
also given millions of women the option of dependency. It has done this by pres- 
suring the government to play a role—the role of government-as-substitute- 
husband.’ ‘he government-as-substitute-husband has been easy to create 
because it appealed to both the protector instincts of the mostly male legislators 
and the “protect us” instinct of almost every female legislator. 

‘The issue here is not government-as-protector, but the government legislat- 
ing protection for women more than for men even in those areas in which 
women are less vulnerable. For example, 85 percent of the street homeless are 
men,!? yet many more special accommodations are open only to homeless 
women (with or without children); men are more than twice as likely to be mur- 
dered, but we have only a Violence Against Women Act; women receive 23 per- 


cent more bachelor’s degrees,'! yet there are affirmative action privileges and 


| scholarships for white women that are not available to white men in any case, or 





to any man in many cases; and, as chapter 7 explains, men are as likely to be bat- — 
tered, yet there are shelters and hotlines only for battered women. 

Women are the exclusive recipients of all of these governmental protections, 
whereas there is no legislation focused exclusively on protecting men- -emotion- 
ally, financially, or physically. What the government finances exclusively for men 
is more likely to put men at risk: male-only draft registration and the subsidizing. 
of athletic programs that include football. The result? If men do have feelings of 
great vulnerability, there are few places to go—-no battered men’s shelters, no sui- 
cide hotlines, no programs to help men obtain access to their children, no men’s 
bureau in the department of labor, no office of men’s health. 


THE EDUCATION SYSTEM 


During the ’60s and ’70s the Free Speech Movement led to students saying so 
much their parents thought they'd never shut up. ‘Today, speech codes have re- 
placed free speech. I will look in depth in chapter 8 (on the Lace Curtain: “It’s 
Men in the News . . .”) at how and why the entire education system has turned 
into hostile territory for our sons’ feelings. I explain there why, especially in top 
universities in the social sciences, your son will be expected to treat women as 
equals unless something he might say or feel will offend them. He may be con- 
fused. 

What might confuse your son more is that the censorship of his feelings has 
an ideological basis. Feminism, mostly Marxist feminism, although evolving from 
the social sciences, defines gender politics university-wide. If your son is dating, 
his feelings of confusion and growth will be much less free than your daughter's 
to evolve, be experimental, and question. In universities, women don't hear what 
men don’t say because it is clear that should the silent sex decide to take its head 
out of the sand and speak it can jeopardize its career as well as its self-esteem. 
I'll leave the evidence for that to chapter 8, but suffice it to say here, I am not 
aware of any point in human history in which the need for a safe environment for 
men to relax and “let their hair down” has been greater. 

Instead of safe environments for the expression of feelings, even private men’s 
clubs have been disappearing as women’s appear. 


MEN’S CLUBS OUT; WOMEN’S CLUBS IN 


The alternative to.men’s organizations is men becoming even more dependent on 
„women for all their emotional support. Yet instead of creating men’s organiza- 
tions, we are destroying them: It used to be that most clubs we could think of — 
Elks, Kiwanis, Rotarians—were men’s clubs. Now, when we search the 
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Encyclopedia of Associations for organizations or clubs that are exclusively men's 
vs. women’s, there are more than twenty women’s organizations and clubs 
for each one men’s club or organization. '? . 

Similarly, we are now integrating YMCAs, but not integrating YWCAs, al- 
lowing women to join men’s sports teams in high school and junior high school, 
but not allowing men to join women’s sports teams. Where women need help to 
bond and network, the government is giving it to them and the Supreme Court is 
sanctioning it.'!* Where men.need help to bond and network, no one is giving it 
to them. Even the Boy Scouts are being sued for not including women. 

In the last third of the twentieth century, women’s support systems in- 


‘creased and men’s decreased to such a degree that there are now approximately 


400 to 500 women’s professional organizations versus virtually no men’s profes- 
sional organizations or associations. The Encyclopedia of Associations does list a 
few men’s professional organizations, but with very few exceptions the encyclo- 
pedia described them as “defunct.” 

Are women’s organizations more common because women are more likely to 
be in the minority in more professions? Not quite. Nonuniversity educators are 
mostly women, but there is no Association of Male Nursery School Teachers or 
Association of Male Elementary School ‘Teachers. Overall, there are approxi- 
mately five times as many women’s professional organizations as there are all 
men’s organizations put together. i 

It is tempting to say that the pendulum has swung from a propensity for 
men’s clubs to a propensity for women’s. But that misses the fact that both sexes 
had places where they could “let their hair down” without the other sex around. 
While men had clubs, bars, and sports, women could get together over garden 
fences or at garden clubs; in clubs of their own, or in auxiliaries of men’s clubs; 
for quilting bees or shelling peas; and always, for tea and sympathy. Thus in the 
past, both sexes had an opportunity to discuss their frustrations in a safe envi- 
ronment. The pendulum swung from equal to less-than-equal for men. 

Sometimes a man wants his own space because he feels, rightly or not, that 
as soon as something is made to accommodate both a woman and a man, her 
needs dominate. She walks in, he can’t swear too much or talk too much about 
sex. Similarly, in his own space, a men’s room, he has urinals. A home, built for 
both sexes, has a toilet seat like a woman’s room does, but no urinal like a men’s 
room does. And then that toilet seat, which can be used by both of them with a 
little adaptation, is required to be left in that position that never requires any 
adaptation on her part, only on his. If he doesn’t obey, he’s called insensitive. 

~ Some men sense these things, but fear a woman’s reaction enough to not say 
them to a woman; other men try not to even think them, lest they say something 
and get in trouble. In truth, a man could care less about the toilet and doesn't 


mind adapting to women’s toilet seat needs, but he does mind it when the i 
woman he loves says he’s insensitive and can’t adapt even as he's adapting. 


TRADITIONAL MEN’S ORGANIZATIONS 


While many women can see the value of men getting together in the type of non- 
traditional, introspective men’s support groups I have formed during the past 
thirty years, they have more trouble with traditional men’s groups like the Elks. 
But traditional men’s groups provide the traditional man’s equivalent of tea and 
sympathy or the garden fence. They serve some of the same functions for the tra- 
ditional man that the church provides for the traditional woman, for the reasons 
mentioned just above. l 
Neither sex feels there is a safe environment to talk about certain types of 
feelings with the other sex. A woman who goes out on a first date and fantasizes 
marriage within ten minutes of meeting the man doesn’t usually feel comfortable 
talking with him about it, but her woman friend will immediately identify. A man. 
who goes on a first date and fantasizes sex within ten seconds of meeting her 
doesn’t usually feel comfortable talking with her about it (!), but his buddy will 
immediately identify. When both are disappointed, both sexes find it easier to 
share their frustrations with the same sex. At a point in history when the male 
bashing I cite in chapter 7 is called humor and female bashing is sexism, women 
have a public outlet for what must increasingly be kept private among men. 

Men with deep male-male friendships are less likely to become self- 
destructive during crises such as death and divorce. When a woman dies, her 
husband is ten times as likely to commit suicide as is a woman when her hus- 
band dies.'* This leaves his entire family in grief over both her death and his sui- 
cide; it leaves other widows without men to marry or love. . 

Why are men so much more self-destructive in response to the loss of love? 
Scene One: husband dies. The widow is crying, her friends see she needs help, 
they call, arrange to drop by, invite her to call at 3:00 in the morning. Exactly be- 
cause she has cried she needs less help—friends respond and people even. be- 
come friends by responding; and the tears clean out impurities, leaving her with 
a stronger Immune system. 

Scene Two: wife dies. He represses his tears. His men friends do ask if he 
needs help, but he often says, “Thanks, Jack. Really appreciate it. This is really 
hard. But I'll be okay. Thanks.” He signals less need for support and therefore re- 
-ceives less support. The result? He may feel no one loves him or needs 
. him—the two characteristics most associated with suicide. And that’s 
where male-male friendships are crucial—he has a support system he knows 
loves him and needs him. 
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My eighty-nine-year-old dad belongs to a men’s organization called Activities 
Unlimited. The male friendships he has developed through that group have sup- 
ported him through my mom’s bouts with cancer and through his heart surgery. 
My mom, sister, dad, and I all know that the chances of his being alive, no less 
anticipating next ski season, would be much less were it not for the phone calls, 
hospital visits, dinner invitations in which someone picked him up so he didn't 
have to drive at night, admiration, respect, and love he receives from many of 
those men, and now, many of their wives. 

More traditional men’s groups—be they football teams, Boy Scouts, or 
Elks—prepare each other to be protectors. The Elks provide a fascinating exam- 
ple of this. They support female organizations like Girls State and Girl Scouts, 
not just boys’ organizations. Their symbol, the antlers, is a symbol of protection. 
But interestingly, the antlers of the elk also symbolize the burden of protection: 
An elk that does not rub its heavy antlers against a tree to shed them when it no 
longer needs them to protect others makes itself more vulnerable to death—the 
antlers also prevent the elk from fleeing from its predators. Note that the antlers 
made the elk more vulnerable to fleeing from predators all along, but he was will- 
ing to die as long as he could protect his family doing it. It is a perfect metaphor 
for the challenge traditional men’s groups face—helping its members know when 
to shed their antlers so men’s symbols of strength do not remain men’s weakness. 

If traditional men’s groups introduce more introspection, sharing of feelings, 
encouragement of vulnerability, questioning, and the understanding of trade- 
offs, they will combine the best of both worlds. Although they currently do not 
do that, the friendships formed in traditional men’s groups, and the ritual that 
catalyzes these friendships, do provide a crucial source of emotional support in 
times of crisis—emotional support that is greater exactly because the men are 


around men who are like themselves. 


NONTRADITIONAL MEN’S GROUPS 


Nontraditional men’s groups encourage men to share their fears with those who 
share their fears. A man who does this is better able to share his fears with his 
wife because he doesn't think there is something uniquely wrong with him. 

Like women, when a dream falls apart, men also feel that something is | 
wrong with them. For men, these feelings are especially potent when they face 
downsizing or demotion, conflict at work or with their spouse, a boring sex life, 
or rejection every night and special-occasion “mercy sex”; divorce, and especially 
custody battles that involve denial of joint custody or visitation, false accusa- 
tions, or their feeling that their ex is bad-mouthing him to the children. 

| The value? A man who doesn’t know that other men also share his problems 


and feelings disappears. He may disappear into a bottle (hopefully to come out || 
at an AA meeting) or into work, behind a newspaper or in front of the TV (“the 

one thing I can turn on”), behind a mouse or behind a remote (“where my input 

at least registers”). He seeks excitement in the victories of a local sports team, 

one that is the winner he never was, the winner he fears he will never be. Today's 
anxiety becomes tomorrow's ulcers, cancer, or heart attacks. A men’s group often 
turns a dead end into a T intersection. . 

Ironically, the most common discovery related to identity in all men’s groups 
is “I’m not alone,” “I am not unique’—but that creates positive identity because 
enormous self-doubt is engendered in men who believe their fears and failures 
are shared only by men who are wimpy, fearful failures. 

On an everyday level, how do we know that people with common fears feel 
more comfortable expressing those fears in front of those who share the fears? 
Just think how your adolescent daughter opens up when she talks to her girl- 
friend on the telephone. Remember how her tone of. voice changes when Mom 
or Dad walks in? She shares with her adolescent girlfriend a common set of fears. 
She still needs time in her life to communicate with boys and parent’, but needs 
some separate space to share her fears with those who share her fears. As do par- 
ents. As do women. As do men. 

The obligation to provide and protect is the heritage common to all men. 
The fear of not fulfilling that obligation is also a heritage common to all men. But 
in these all-male settings, men discover that even when they do fulfill these 
obligations, they face a catch-22: If he provides well financially, he hasn't had 
enough time for his family, leaving both them and him unnurtured. On the other 
hand, if he has been close emotionally, he fears he has not provided adequately 
financially. That’s why each man shares the fears of other men. 

As one man after the other speaks of his experience, he begins to understand 
that the qualities it takes to be successful at work are often inversely related to 
the qualities it takes to be successful in love; why becoming a killer-protector is 
inversely related to being a nurturer-connector.'? Each man gets a sense of the 
ways in which his own life is out of balance. Men’s groups allow men to follow 
like a pilot; each man who speaks serves as a gauge, helping him see the adjust- 
ments he needs to make on his journey. 

In some men’s groups, the importance to men of sharing feelings is symbol- 
ized by using a talking stick—a vine-wrapped stick similar to the caduceus, the 
ancient medical symbol that symbolizes healing. Why? Talking about feelings is 
healing; and feeling heard heals even more. | 

But same-sex groups have limitations. When I set up men’s and women’s 
support groups, I encourage them to meet separately for a period of three months 
and then meet alternately together and separately after that. I find that if either 
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sex did not first meet separately, they were often afraid to discuss deeper fears 
honestly; but if they met separately for too long, they began to think their prob- 
lems were only women’s problems—or only men’s problems—-and were caused 
by the other sex.!© 

This structure also allowed me a chance to observe the differences between 
the way men communicated in a single-gender vs. a mixed-gender group. When 
women were present, men were more likely to compete with each other to be the 
best problem solver for problems women brought up. In groups in which sensi- 
tivity was the biggest virtue, men just competed to be the biggest jock in the sen- 
sitivity group! In other words, when women are present, men perform. Just as 
women do when men are present. 

What gets neglected with women present is men’s willingness to go deeply 
inside of themselves to explore territory they fear will make them look like losers 
in front of women. Since most men’s emotional eggs are all invested in the bas- 
ket of women, they fear questioning in front of women the success that brings 
them the love of women. A doctor is afraid to explore becoming a nurse and 
working half the hours, or writing a novel that may not sell. Introspective men’s 
groups help men make a transition between their current life choices and future 
ones. Instead of doing it with a Corvette, a bimbo, and their genitals, they do it 
with six men, their head, and their heart. 

The path to helping men help themselves, though, is rife with irony and 
paradox. 


“YOuU’RE SO IN TOUCH WITH YOUR FEELINGS—I WISH GARY 
COULD BE LIKE YOu” 


I was facilitating a workshop, helping a woman uncover her feelings and sud- 
denly she stopped and said, “I wish Gary could be like you—you're so in touch 
with your feelings.” I thanked her, but reminded her that I had not shown any 
sign of being in touch with my feelings—-I had been in touch with her feelings. 
The distinction is important because Ginger had blamed Gary for not being 
in touch with his feelings; she had also felt bad about “needing more than a 
twenty-four-hour day just to have time to talk together.” She had not appreciated 
that as a result of Gary not expressing his feelings she had almost 100 percent of 
the free time to air hers. When we put someone in touch with their feelings, they 
have the air time; we don’t. They may have less time to heaùñus, understand us. 
Which is why we haven't rushed to reexamine the structures of our lives that 
keep men emotionally underground. 
- Among these structures are the helping professions. As we've already seen 
i } among clergy, men who are workshop facilitators and therapists are experts at lis- 
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tening to others, but rarely experts at revealing their own vulnerabilities. In fact, 
. people come to them because they are respectable, not vulnerable. Almost 100 
percent of gurus and popes are men. We praise them for having the answers, for 
problem solving, not for the way they share their own feelings, weaknesses, and 
vulnerabilities. When a guru or pope is vulnerable, we don’t praise him, 
we Call it a scandal. Our love, respect, and income go to these men only if they 
keep their real feelings private from us. i 

We should praise someone who listens to us, problems solves, and inspires, 
and, if we also want men to open up about what upsets them, we must be as 
quick to praise men who are in touch with their feelings of distress. Currently we 
praise men who save “the damsel in distress.” A marriage between the savior and 
the damsel in distress is celebrated. But not if the savior is female—there are no 
Mother Teresas marrying the “sensitive män in distress.” A marriage between 
Mother Teresa and a Homeless Harry would not have led to two and a half bil- 
lion women glued to their TV sets, as they were when Princess Di married a 
prince with a castle. We don’t celebrate a woman falling in love with a man in dis- 
tress. We warn her. f 

Men will express distress when we are as quick to praise women who marry 
men in distress as we are to praise men who marry “damsels in distress.” 


KILL THE DRAGON BUT FEAR THE TEAR 


Nothing better illustrates the fact that men’s weakness is their facade of strength 
than men’s willingness to be fearless before a dragon, but in fear of a tear. The 
weakness is a male disease | call emotional constipation.!’ 
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Is emotional constipation unnecessarily graphic? No. Men change when 
they know the bottom line. And the bottom line is that crying is an excretory 
process, like going to the bathroom. It removes impurities. It is as dangerous to 
tell our sons “real men don’t cry” as it would be to say “real men don’t go to the 
bathroom.” Which is why men who cry are healthier than men who don't.'® Even 
children who cry are healthier than those who don't.'? 

‘his doesn’t mean that a man or woman who cries has no problem express- 
ing emotions, or that crying cannot be misused as a form of manipulation, but it 
does mean that telling boys not to cry is emotionally unhealthy and still repre- 


sentative of our underlying inessage to boys. 


IF HE GETS IN TOUCH WITH HIS FEELINGS, WILL HE AVOID A 
MIDLIFE CRISIS? OR PRECIPITATE ONE? 


A man who has been in touch with his feelings all his life will usually avoid a 
midlife crisis. But a man who has denied his feelings all his life, and then learns 
to get in touch with them in middle age, will precipitate a midlife crisis. Which is 
not necessarily a bad thing. If he’s precipitating a midlife crisis among people who 
love him, it can be the first time in his adult life he feels loved for something other 
than being a wallet. Then he has a chance of directing the movie of his life rather 
than being the jerk of his life. ‘The alternative to a midlife crisis for a man who has 
spent his lifetime thus far denying his feelings.is an early death. Take your choice. 

Being in touch with feelings is very different from expressing feelings. A man 
who expresses all of his feelings all of his life will not avoid a midlife crisis. A 
man who expresses all of his feelings will be in a crisis all of his life! He 
will be in a whole-life crisis. But being in touch with teelings gives a man the op- 
tion of expressing them when appropriate. It is the choice that empowers him-- 


if he makes the right choices. 


“WHEN I SAY ‘GET IN TOUCH WITH YOUR FEELINGS,’ HENRY 
DOESN’T QUITE KNOW WHAT I MEAN” 


[ was conducting a workshop when ‘lina told Henry she had been planning to 
leave him for some time and wanted to tell him at the workshop so he could get 
support and nurturance. Henry responded, “If that’s what's right for you, okay, 
but its not gonna be as easy as you think out there.” 

I asked Henry to get in touch with his feelings. Ilenry's eyes glazed over. 
Which is, of course, a feeling state, but not one that spoke to ‘lina (on any level). 
'lina’s response was, “See? That's why I’m leaving him. When | say ‘Get in touch 


with your feelings,’ Henry duesn’t even know what I mean.” 


An hour before, Henry had been explaining something to ‘lina about the lh 
stock market. I responded to ‘lina’s impatience by explaining that men need 
emotional mentors just as women necd business mentors. ‘lina recalled the 
stock market discussion and softened. Fventually she acknowledged the glazing 
as a feeling and asked him if he could put words to the glaze, to help her by trans- 
lating his feelings into her language. 

If the man you love would like to get in touch with his feelings, but he either 
doesn't quite know what that means or how to begin (which is just a face-saving 
way of saying he doesn’t quite know what it means), walk him through a check of 


the six barometers of his feelings. 


THE SIX BAROMETERS FOR GETTING IN TOUCH WITH FEELINGS 
e Muscle tension 
e Breathing patterns 
¢ Shortness of temper 
e Drinking, smoking 
e Penis 


e Dreams 


Getting a man in touch with his feelings only creates frustration if he doesn't 
feel there is a safe environment for expressing them. If he doesn't, then not be- 
ing in touch with his feelings is an appropriate defense mechanism. Expecting 
him to express himself without safety is like expecting him to play emotional 


football without a helmet and with no one on his team. 
¢ 


MUSCLE TENSION 


Hell like this one, so start here. (Sorry, the penis one isn’t what you think!) 

Massage him. Be sure to include his jaw, shoulders, between his eyes, on the 
side of his eyes, his scalp, and underneath the edges of his shoulder blades. ‘That 
will tap both of you into his tense areas. Ask him to focus on the most tense area. 

Now here is the key. Ask him to pay attention to everything that happens 
during the day that makes the most tense area more tense (eliminate the ones 
that are tense from sports activities or physical labor). If he’s just received bad 
news or about to face a difficult decision or tense period, keep asking him to 
check every hour. Once he catches himself getting tense, that’s when he’s feeling 
something. 


If he still isn't in touch with what makes him feel tense. massage him, then 
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start an argument immediately afterward. Ask him whether the area you just mas- 
saged is now more tense. Then, of course, explain what you did. Few men mind 
when a woman acknowledges she caused the arguinent—especially when it's a 
way of loving him. Now massage the same area for him again, and let him feel 
the decrease in tension. 


BREATHING PATTERNS 


Notice the difference in his breathing patterns between the times he is tense ver- 
sus relaxed. Imitate the difference for him. Point out to him when he makes a 
shift. Help him to see what created the shift. 


SHORTNESS OF TEMPER 


Usually a.short temper is not a sign of one feeling, but an accumulation of feel- 
ings. Often an accumulation that is situational depression. It is a golden oppor- 
tunity to help him unravel what’s accumulated. But temper tempts judgment, 
and if we feel it’s being released at us we become both judgmental and defensive, 
thus losing the golden opportunity. | 


DRINKING, SMOKING 


Help him distinguish between his normal pattern of drinking and smoking, 
which may accompany relaxing, versus even a small deviation from his pattern. 
Instead of telling him to stop drinking or smoking, understand that a safe envi- 
ronment for his feelings will reduce his tension and therefore usually reduce 
drinking and smoking. (Alcoholics Anonymous is valuable in part because it pro- 
vides a safe environment for expression of feelings. ‘The safer environment, the 
less he will need to cover up with a bottle or with a cigarette as a pacifier.) 
' 


PENIS 


A soft penis is usually a penis that is working. If his penis is soft when you're 
making love, don’t think of it as impotence, because, assuming no medical prob- 
lem like diabetes, a soft penis is working exactly as intended. How so? 

A penis is like radar. Like radar, it helps us detect what our conscious mind 
may miss. A soft penis is a signal from a radar station that is working to tell us that 
something is bothering him—he’s self-conscious, preoccupied, tired, fearful. (In 
some way he is uncomfortable.) If he had shut out those feelings, or taken Via- 
gra to cover them up, and his penis became hard as a result, then his hardness 
would be a sign of his impotence because he would have tricked his pe- 
nis into giving him a false signal. Whenever a drug “solves” a problem, we 

fN need to intensify our look at what nature was telling us by creating the signal— 





whether it’s in the form of pain when we're cut, or a soft penis when we're under i 
pressure. 

The paradox of the penis, then, is that a penis that is soft is usually potent; 
a penis that is hard can occasionally be impotent. It is potent, though, only if we 
use its softness as a signal that real feelings aren't being addressed. The penis’s 
softness is signaling that his real feelings are more important than sex. (Well, 
maybe don’t mention that last part to him.) It is signaling that he is more than a 
human doing, he is a human being, exactly because his feelings are not just im- 
portant, but primary. 

The job of a loving couple is to respect the wisdom of the penis.”° 


DREAMS 


While the penis is a wiser detector of our feelings than the conscious mind, it 
nevertheless gives a simple message: feelings off, feelings on. Dreams are as 
complex as a penis is simple (or, should I say, “straightforward”). 

Because this isn’t a book on dream interpretation—a book that would reveal 
the extraordinary, rarely tapped brilliance of our unconscious—I will say here 
only that if you. truly want to get your partner and yourself in touch with your 
feelings and fears, then create a safe environment for sharing your dreams with- 
out judgment. No, I take that back. Create a sacred environment for sharing 
without judgment. How? i 

Perhaps the single biggest fear of using dreams, a fear so great it deprives us 
of our ability to be nonjudgmental, is the belief our dreams are prognosticators of 
the future. They are not. Dreams give us a computer printout of our fears, usu- 
ally in symbols, and most of those fears are meant to be registered, acknowl- 
edged, and considered, as any feeling or fear should be, not used as predictors of 
the future. And not used as instructions for a wiser path. The moment they are 
treated in either of these ways is the moment we need to repress our dreams 
rather than express them, because if we express them and our partner moves to 
the couch (literally or figuratively), we're sure to repress the next one. Ditto for 
dreams’ sexual feelings and desires. 


IF MEN EXPRESS THEIR FEELINGS, WHAT WILL THEY BE 
EXPRESSING—AND AREN’T WOMEN THE BEST ONES TO 
HELP THEM Do IT? 


When a man ‘is upset about his mother dying from cancer, most women will en- 
courage their husbands to cry and use more of the skills of understanding than 
the average man possesses. In this respect, women provide better emotional sup- 
port for men than men do for women. 
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But when a man fails at a job, it’s a different story. When a man loses his job, 
he often loses. his wife. And with his wife go the children. And their home. ‘This 
pattern is worldwide. Before I sat down to write this morning, I saw on CNN the 
story of a Japanese man who had finally perfected the freezing of sushi. When 
asked by CNN what motivated him to perfect the process, he said, “My sushi 
was spoiling, my business was failing, and my wife was threatening to leave. I had 
to do something. I saved my business, and saved my marriage.”2! Men sense that 
their support systems are conditional. 

Many women do stay with men who are downsized or who earn less money 
than they do. But men sense women’s disappointment just as a woman who gains 
weight and gathers cellulite might sense her husband’s disappointment even. if 
he stays with her. Just as women pick up men’s addiction to the sex object, so 
men pick up women’s addiction to the success object. 

Men pick up this female support for the successful man by watching what 
women cheer for. I remember watching the film An Officer and a Gentleman 
when it first appeared. When the officer swept the woman off her feet and pro- 
posed marriage, the audience applauded wildly. But the officer had a buddy who 

looked inside himself during officer training and came to understand that he 
didn’t want to be a pilot, that he marched to a different drummer. Instead of be- 
ing applauded, he was seen as a failure. His fiancée, who he thought loved him, 
left him. He was so devastated, he hanged himself. 

When the movie ended, Richard Gere, not his character—was the focus of 
female swooning. ‘The equally good-looking man who was introspective—who 
did not want to kill~-was ignored. By real-life women. Richard 'Gere’s character 
symbolized a pension; his buddy symbolized introspection. Most men follow the 
applause. And they see few women applauding A Dropout and a Gentleman. 

Men who look inside themselves and choose a path to lower income, lower 
rank, or less status often fear they will be left, not loved; they fear not being hon- 
ored for their introspection, and thus often struggle with honoring themselves 
even if they honor that part of themselves that chose a path with integrity. Ironically, 
they find themselves more capable of love but less likely to be loved. So while the 
traditional male role leads us to respect men, but to not really love men, the new 
man finds himself more lovable but more likely to be rejected for love. Which is 
why so many mien feel caught between a rock and a hard place, once they learn 
to feel. 

Attraction to the success object is not women’s fault; it was what women 
learned to do to obtain security for their children and themselves. Nor is it men’s 
fault that they fall in love with young and beautiful women-—youth created the 
most years for child-bearing, and beauty represented the best genes. These were 

} each sexes’ genetic heritage---a heritage that was functional when we were pre- 








occupied with survival. Now, though, communication and common values are |; 
more of a priority. And since adaptation is the key to survival, our challenge now 
is to begin to develop in our children associations of love with compassionate 
communication. | | 

Women often ask me with a bit of both curiosity and skepticism what men 
talk about in these men’s groups. Here are some specific questions and topics, 
but more important is the process. As men listen to each other's stories and dis- 
cover the relief it creates, they also unconsciously absorb another understand- 
ing —the value of listening. When men discover this, their wives and children are 
enormously relieved, since training to be a man is strong on problem-solving 
skills and weak on listening skills. Here, though, is a flavor for some of the ques- 
tions asked and topics discussed that seem to work best when the initial discus- 


sions occur in an all-men’s group. (A more complete list is in my book The 


Liberated Man.??) 


¢ “If I didn't have my children and wife to support, what might | have liked to 
have done with my life?” Virtually every man has an artistic part of him, or 
a love of nature or sports that got repressed as he took on the financial 
obligations of the family. As men lose this part of themselves, a quiet des- 
peration can set in that leads to drinking, gambling, cynicism, depression, 
and suicide. Men are usually afraid to explore this part of themselves with 
their wives because they fear their wife will take it personally. As men ex- 
plore this side with each other, it takes an enormous burden off their 
shoulders—they feel understood, and that replaces drinking. 


e Sex Lives. Many men would give a lot for a week on a Caribbean island 
with a beautiful young woman. (Especially a weekend that no one finds 
out about, and that hurts no one—especially not his family.) When he 
first met the woman who became his wife, he may have fantasized and 
even experienced weeks like this. But his everyday life with his wife falls 
far short of that. Men, like women, need same sex groups to help them 
see that their disappointments are not theirs alone. Eventually, though, 
the sexes must meet to understand it isn’t either sex’s alone. 


e Criticism vs. Praise. Most men learned to improve by accepting criticism 
and therefore felt that giving criticism would help others improve. How- 
ever, when a man is critical of his wife, she seems to take it personally. Ul- 
timately, it seemed; her spirit was eroded. Same-sex discussions of issues 
like this can help men discover in a safe environment how to balance crit- 
icism with praise with their children and why women tend to need many 
compliments for each criticism. 
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SOME SOLUTIONS 


When we advise a man to take a vacation or get counseling, it often feels to him 
like a contradictory message: “Make more money so you can afford to take a 
break from making more money” (vacation); or “Make more money so you can af- 
ford to question whether you should be money focused” (counseling). One of the 
first steps toward a solution is to make sure we aren't sending conflicting mes- 
sages. For a man, the first step is sorting out conflicting messages. 

The nontraditional men’s group is perhaps the easiest way to begin exhum- 
ing a man from his emotional underground. Any man can form a group by con- 
tacting just two men who each contact two men who... Or by asking for a 
spiritual leader in his community to help him put out the word. Or by asking his 
wife or woman friend to inquire among her women friends. But before he starts 
one, be sure he reads carefully my best thinking on how to avoid the traps to 
which men’s groups are prone (in The Liberated Man” [excuse the title]). A man 
who has a poor first experience at being really vulnerable can be discouraged 
from trying a second time. 

Faith-based communities are especially open to starting men’s groups. | 
have personally seen this openness even in the most traditional of faith-based 
communities, the Baptist Church. When I conducted an all-day workshop for 
the St. Paul Community Baptist Church in Brooklyn, New York, a congregation 
of nearly 100 percent African-Americans, most of the congregation began by as- 
suming that the men needed to be more responsible providers. When the men 


conformed, they were marriage material; when they didn't, they were deadbeats. 


When we worked on the possibility that many of the African-American women 
were already good providers and that the men could be married and loved for car- 
ing for their children, managing the home, doing remodeling in exchange for 
rent, taking community-based schooling, and so on, there was not just openness, 
but applause and reconsideration. 

One barrier that the African-American Baptist congregation did confront 
was the fact that most of the men had been involved in men's ministry which, 
while providing the support system to help many make a transition from addic- 
tion and/or prison time to being functional, nevertheless brought them into con- 
tact with government programs that were promising the women more money for 
not having the father at home than she would receive if the father was at horne. 
No government programs were encouraging men to be caring for their children 
at home while the mom handled most of the breadwinning. After some discus- 
sion, though, most of the congregation agreed that was an option that could ben- 
efit not all, but much of the congregation. 


If you have children, the most powerful impact you can make is mastering | 
the tools of communicating so your children will uncansciously do the same. 
When everything else changes, listening skills and the ability to handle criticism 
will be their rudder. : 

A woman can get her husband or man friend to express feelings, then, by 
providing a safe environment. If she thinks men can’t adapt, think again. Loving 
dads who taught literature adapted in a matter of weeks to killing on front lines, 
pen a buddies die in their arms, only to.be expected to later return to the 
arms of their wives and children. The reason we don't know men adapt is that 
they've adapted so well they camouflage their adaptation (e.g., camouflaging the 
fear of death as “glory”). When men hear they will be loved for being human be- 
ings, they will become human beings. Meantime, though, nothing can replace 
men’s taking responsibility: Women can’t hear what men don't say. 
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prom the 1970s through the turn of the century, women worked more and 





% more outside the home and felt that only they were returning home to a 
“second shift’—-not only taking care of the kids, housework, and dinner, but tak- 
ing psychological responsibility for guiding the children through homework, sib- 
ling rivalry, runny noses, and rides to soccer, plus the needs of her husband (and 
oh, yes, her own needs!). If, with all those balls in the air and her husband glued 
to TV for the all-important-to-him playoffs of whatever, he should “wonder” 
when dinner will be ready, well, that’s the moment she wonders whether she has 
one more child than she bargained for. And she wonders whether she is being 
valued or being used. . 

The very phrase “second shift” became part of our consciousness with the 
publication of the book The Second Shift! in 1989. Pictures like the one at the 
top of the next page from Time? popularized the already recognized female jug- 
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The Myth of Male Housework 


For women. toil looms from sun to sun 





gling act juggling everything from the baby to the turkey; meanwhile, the male 
“juggling act,” if you will, is a slightly different version: ‘The “turkey” is now in the 
“lazy” chair, “juggling” the sipping of a drink and the fondling of his remote. 
Newsweek's headline claimed, “Woman’s Work Is Never Done,” while People 
magazine told working women they had been tricked into double duty: “For 
Working Women, Having It All May Mean Doing It All.”* And as for men’s con- 
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tribution? Time magazine's headline reduced it to “Fhe Myth of Male House- Hl 
work” while simultaneously telling women, “For Women, ‘Toil Looms from Sun to 
Sun.” Enter the era of the second shift woman and the shiftless man. 

By the mid-’90s, the anger at men had become so palpable that even sedate - 
publications like the Fconomist were characterizing women’s vs. men's workload 
as “A woman's work is never done; a man is drunk from sun to sun.” Women 


themselves were sending each other greeting cards reflecting the fury. 


HOW A MYTH IS MADE AND FEMALE FURY IS BREWED 


This attitude toward men intensified in the 90s with the media’s transformation 
of another minor publication- a United Nations publication, no less into a 
major media event. It was the Human Development Report 1995. Remember 
when Hillary Clinton went to China for the International Women’s Conference 
sponsored by the United Nations? ‘This was the report the U.N. issued just prior 
to that conference to help publicize it. It created headlines all around the world 
saying it wasn't just American women who were overworked and underpaid while 
their husbands were lazy and unappreciative; women everywhere suffered this 


double standard. ‘These are some typical headlines.’ 


Women’s Work Is Never Done 
Local Residents Poised to Do Battle at Beijing Conference 


By Nore Bousteny 
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U.N. Documents I hegui for Women as World Forum Nears 


Gy BARBARA CROSSETTE 
UNITED NATIONS, Aug. 17 — 


‘It’s official: Women do work harder 


U.N. study affirms it, 
colls their lot ‘unfair’ 


aosa unuon 


‘There was a problem with these headlines. A big problem. ‘I'he saga 1 am 
about to share is to the United Nations like an investigation of first eye contact 
between Monica I.ewinsky and Bill Clinton: The closer you look, the more you 


UNCOVET. 
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The “eye contact” started with the U.N.’s “eye contact” with the press- —its 
press release. The U.N. press packet was replete with references to women 
throughout the world working more than men, including a graph with the title 
“Women Work More Hours Than Men”? (paid and unpaid). However, the U.N.’s 
graph and press release excluded every single one of the countries in 
which the men were found to work more than the women according to 
the U.N.’s own study.’ The U.N. acknowledged they only sent the actual 230- 
page study to a few of the major media who themselves ignored the contradiction 
between the U.N.’s press release about its study and the actual findings of the 
study.!° 

I would consider the graph deceptive-—but not an absolute falsehood—f it 
had said, “Countries in which women work more hours than men.” But it was ti- 
tled as an absolute: “Women Work More Hours Than Men,” reinforced by the 
press packet's no-exception references to women’s work as universally underpaid 
and men’s as universally overpaid; to women as universally unappreciated, men 
as universally overappreciated. 

It is this competitive approach to women’s probleins that has been so dan- 
gerous in the past thirty years. It was not good enough to ask that women’s con- 
tributions be appreciated; women’s problems came with a blaming of men for 
causing them; a resentment at men for having it better, and an anger at men for 
not solving the problem. The collaborative, win-win sex had become the com- 
petitive win-lose sex; empowerment feminism had become not just victim femi- 
nism, but competitive feminism. Moreover, there was something very wrong with 
the data. | 

At its core, the U.N. data saying women work more worldwide was a lie. | 
confronted the U.N. (politely, of course) with this “conflict” between their press 
release and their study. I was pleasantly surprised they acknowledged it. `I asked 
if they were conscious of what they had done. The answer? “Yes.” Surprised, | 
asked why it was done. They said they felt “they needed to correct people's belief 
that men worked more.”!! 

Think about that. By 1995, we already believed that women worked a “sec- 
ond shift,” were Superwomen, and were superstressed. But the U.N. was so 
wedded to the need to reinforce the belief in women as victim it felt justified in 
falsifying data to prove it. 

The distorted data the U.N. did acknowledge, however, was just “the first 
kiss,” if you will. 

I became suspicious of the Human Development Report—let's just call it the 
Report—when I saw that it had the United States listed as one of the countries 

-in which women worked more hours than men. I knew the most reliable studies 
ft _ showed the opposite. I wanted to find the study they used. But the Report didn't 





list the authors of the individual country studies. The only source listed was a i 
Goldschmidt-Clermont, who allegedly compiled the studies, and this source was 
available only from the U.N.'* However, when getting the paper from the U.N. 
was like getting President Clinton to acknowledge he had more information 
about Monica, my suspicion intensified. When it was sent I found I needed to 
pursue even further, for Series K”. ‘Together, they then provided the next series 
of clues. 

Series K, the U.N.’s own resource, acknowledged that women in the United 
States “were reported to work fewer hours than men---about three hours less per 
week.”!4 (emphasis mine). Could the U.N. Report actually be lying about the 
U.S. study just like the U.N. press release had lied to the press about the laziness 
of men worldwide? Or was there a reasonable explanation? 

Judge for yourself. The U.N. did not report the findings of any study in any 
country as the authors had reported them. Instead, the U.N. asked each au- 
thor to “amend” his or her study with an estimate of voluntary, unpaid 
community work as well as “basket making, weaving, knitting, sewing, 
etc. for own consumption.” The source was listed as a “private communica- 
tion” either without the name of the person who wrote the communication or 
without the name of the office from which it derived. For example, the American 
publication had a university, but no author. 
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Now here are the problems with the U.N.’s “amendment” solicitation. First, 
they did not tell the press they had modified all the studies. Second, they asked 
for modifications that would add female labor, but not male labor. Below I out- 
line fifty areas of contribution to the home that men typically make more than 
women. None of these fifty were added, and the noninclusion of most of these 
fifty is already a bias against men in almost all housework studies. 

Third, the U.N. asked for work that may legitimately be work in third-world 
countries, but when knitting and voluntary, unpaid community work is done in 
the United States and other industrialized nations, it is work by option, not by 
obligation; work for personal consumption, not family survival. Moreover, in in- 
dustrialized nations, the time to do this voluntary, unpaid work is a function of 
luxury, not poverty. Some of it—like knitting for one’s own consumption—is con- 
sidered for American women relaxation as much as work. This type of “work” is 
an indicator of female well-being in the same way that female charity work 
comes largely from those with enough income to have the luxury of time to de- 
vote to others. 

And that still wasn’t the worst of it. 

In the event that the “U.N. Amendment Solicitation System” failed to ex- 
pand women’s contributions enough to create a “finding” of women working 


more, the U.N. created a system to ignore mostly men’s contributions. It was 
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done under the neutral guise of a “common format,” but it allowed hours to be 
counted for only two types of traditionally male work—repairs and care of yard— 
and ten types of traditionally female work: child care, cooking, house cleaning, 
laundry, shopping, gardening, marketing, errands, mending, and sewing.'’ The 
“common format” system excluded about 96 percent of the categories I list be- 
low as the “Male Housework List.” Contributions like shoveling snow, remodeling, 
coaching, painting, assembling toys. Had any traditionally male contributions 
other than repairs and yard care been included in other studies, then, the com- 
mon format system allowed the U.N. to ignore them. 

The result? We, the reader, saw only the women-as-victim headlines. 

Throughout all of this, I had trouble doubting the U.N. because my image of 
the U.N. had always been one of an organization creating peace and love, not 
anger and hate. ‘Ihis impression was first damaged when, ironically, I had ad- 
dressed some 2,000 women at the U.N.’s 1975 International Woman's Year Con- 
ference in Mexico City and, although receiving an extremely positive response 
personally, I could not help but witness how all the world’s problems were 
blamed on men, patriarchy, and white male capitalistic imperialism. 

I saw that even in 1975, feminism already dominated U.N. gender politics, 
especially Marxist feminism. When a person or two spoke differently, she was 
swamped with us “feminist missionaries” who tried to “enlighten the sister.” As I 
investigated the 1995 Report I realized it was only in that atmosphere that so 
much could be manipulated without enough protest to make a difference. It also 
made me aware that feminism today has become the dominant ideology of gen- 
der worldwide because it dominates in those countries that dominate—those in 
which men produce enough money to free women from roles—-even as the men 
are both expected to make that money and be criticized for making it. 

What is the impact on our children of this international “Sisterhood Is Vic- 
timhood” bonding? ‘The headlines doubtless contribute to millions of women 
feeling angry at men as they're washing the dishes, which adds to the man bash- 
ing (chapter 7), which adds to marital conflict, sometimes tipping the scales of 
already fragile marriages into divorce, leading to children raised without dads. 

After divorce, this downhill slide from “I am woman, I am strong” to “I am 
woman, | am victim” makes it harder for the woman to find a new lasting rela- 
tionship, thus leaving the children less likely to have another stable male influ- 
ence. If the mother does find a father substitute for the children, the anger 
becomes a thorn in the already much-more-fragile construct called a blended 
family, thus too often leading to a second divorce and children whose anxiety 

about stability makes them either so overly anxious for commitment that they 
“settle,” or so distrustful they become commitment phobic. 
if A man spots this distrust in a woman in little ways that he often just regis- 
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ters unconsciously, maybe by spotting a greeting card she’s sending or receiving. 
For example, if you're a woman, ask yourself if you would sense this distrust in a 
man who was sending other guys greeting cards with gerbil-size women in a cage, 
saying “Oh, sure they're fun for a while, but you get tired of paying for them!”? 

The U.N. study was built on a foundation of undeserved credibility that had 
already been established by The Second Shift, and a foundation of anger created 
by The Second Shift's publicity. This publicity had already reinforced such a 
deep-seated atmosphere of husband bashing that the national media was finding 
it de rigueur to feature successful women like Jane Pauley bashing their husbands 
(in her case, Garry Trudeau of Doonesbury fame) for not being an equal partici- 
pant in the housework. The stories not only ignored men’s reality, but reality itself. 
For example, here's how my own U.S. senator, Dianne Feinstein of California, 
was portrayed as Superwoman with a deadbeat hubby by the New York Times. 

When asked if she does housework, Ms. Feinstein responds, “Of course, I 
think women always keep house. It comes with the gender. Every career woman 
with a family does the wash, the laundry, scrubs floors, cleans the bathrooms, 
changes the beds. The man generally does not.” (emphases mine) Personalizing 
the situation to Richard Blum, her third husband, Senator Feinstein complains, 


WHEN HE HEARS, “I WORK FULL-TIME... YOU WON’T DO THE DISHES’ 


WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


“I haven't taught him to hang up his bath towel yet, but rather than nag I don't 
bother. anymore.”!® . 

The reality? For starters, Dianne Feinstein has a full-time housekeeper and 
has had one since her second marriage.'? Second, Ms. Feinstein lives in Wash- 
ington; Richard Blum, the “man she, had to nag to pick up the towels,” lives in 


San Francisco.”° (Maybe they had an arrangement: Every night she asks, on the 


phone, “Honey, did you pick up the towels?” He says, “No.” They feel married.) 


Third, the New York Times was negligent by not mentioning that Ms. Fein- 
steins new husband had put $3 million of his own money into his new wife's 
1990 gubernatorial primary campaign alone, or that her new husband also raised 
“hundreds of thousands more from his network of business associates.”2! 

Fourth, the New York Times didn't tell us that as a result of his overwhelm- 
ing financial assistance, Richard Blum’s entire business was brought under 
scrutiny—the same thing that happened to Geraldine Ferraro’s husband. In 
Blum’s case the opposition investigating happened to be the state’s Attorney 
General (VanDeKamp).* Perhaps Richard Blum should have picked up the tow- 
els and Dianne Feinstein ‘could have forfeited his $3 million and earned $3 mil- 
lion of her own money. 

In the meantime, according to the biography recommended to me by Fein- 
stein’s own Senate staff,” it turns out that Ms. Feinstein never took an interest 
in housework or cooking,” “had never run a business or had a real job,”” had 
been economically supported by men, and was the type of mother who, as her 
daughter (Kathy) recalls, “would always get other mothers to cover for her” rather 
than do her share in a parent-cooperative nursery school.” 

The issue, of course, is not Feinstein, but the anger that festers in women 
when they believe that women who achieve had to do it all. In reality, a survey 
done by Catalyst, a woman’s advocacy group, found that 85 percent of female ex- 
ecutives have domestic help, even though more than a third do not have children. 
And that more than half had time to pursue personal interests such as golf.” This 
type of information makes many fewer headlines, but it is far more constructive to 
women whose goal is to break “glass ceilings” and have a balanced personal life 
without guilt about hiring someone. And it’s more likely to leave a successful 
woman with a husband than is lambasting one’s husband in the New York Times 
for not picking up towels while forgetting to mention he picked up the tab. 

Female executives do not do it all—any more than do male executives. Yet 
the atmosphere of male hatred leads even the world’s most responsible media to 
encourage husband-wife conflict in the name of progress for women, without 
even asking the husband, “In what way do you contribute?” This atmosphere of 
women good/men bad—competitive feminism—was catalyzed most in the area 


of housework by Arlie Hochschild’s The Second Shift. 


THE HOUSEWORK MYTH THAT HOCHSCHILD BUILT 


Here is the central finding of The Second Shift—the finding that so effectively 
created the myth of the second shift that the phrase “the second shift” today 
makes virtually every “informed” reader worldwide think of women overworking 
and men overshirking. First I'll look at the myth—or the mess—it created, and 
then I'll do some spring cleaning. 


Myth: Women work an additional month of twenty-four-hour days every year in 
comparison to men. Overall, women work two shifts; men work one. 


We will look at this more fully as the chapter evolves, but for starters . . . 


Fact: The Journal of Economic Literature confirmed that the average woman 
does work almost seventeen hours more per week inside the home, but also re- 
ported that the average man works over twenty hours more per week outside the 
home.”8 In addition, the average man commutes two hours more per week than 
the average woman.”? Practically speaking, then, the average man works five 
hours per week more than the average woman. And this is despite the fact 
that men’s contribution to housework has never been adequately measured (see 


The Male Housework List below). 


Similarly, the University of Michigan's Survey Research Center found men’s 
total workload on the average exceeded women’s by almost three-and-a-half hours 
per week (57.8 versus 54.4).°° 

When women earn more income than their husbands, husbands do more 
housework than their wives.*! (This is, ironically, mentioned in The Second Shift, 
but obviously not reflected in the headlines about The Second Shift.) 

Even when the wife works full-time and year-round, the husband provides 
65 percent of the household income.** (For reasons I begin to explain in The 
Myth of Male Power, men earn more than women not for the same work, but very 
different work, longer hours, etc.) 


WHAT ABOUT THE WORKING MOTHER’S JUGGLING ACT? 


When we think of the second shift, though, we think especially of the juggling 
act experienced by the working mother. The working mother’s juggling act is fact. 
It is only when it is used to imply that the father does not take on equal—or more 
than equal—burdens, that it degenerates from fact to myth. 
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Myth: The working mother has two shifts, but her husband has only one. 


Fact: The husbands of working mothers are . . . working fathers. Fathers’ total 
workload exceeds mothers’ by four and a half hours per week (working fa- 
thers’: 61.4; working mothers’: 56.9).?? Working mothers do more work in the 
second shift; working fathers, though, do more work in the first shift. Specifically, 
fathers work eleven hours more outside the home than mothers,*** plus 
at least two hours extra commuting.*? 


Myth: When it comes to free time, married women have less than married men; 
mothers have much less than fathers; and mothers with preschool children? Forget it! 


Fact: Married women have almost two more hours of leisure time per week 
than their husbands. Mothers with children five and older have one hour more of 
free time per week. To my surprise, mothers with preschool children aver- 


aged three hours more per week of free time than dads with preschool 
children.*° 


It surprised me most that mothers with preschool children have more free 
time than dads until I realized that more than a third of these mothers were full- 
time moms. And I had to update my image of Dad's contribution: Dad’s free 
time had decreased in recent years by ten hours a week; Mom’s by four.*’ 

The nature of a dad’s work outside the home also gives him less on-the-job 
freedom. It is harder for a man on a construction site to stop whenever he wants 


to take a social call than it is for most moms at home. A man working outside the 


home has a supervisor who is paid to criticize him if he doesn’t produce at 100 
percent; no one is paid to criticize a woman working in the home if she doesn't 
produce at 100 percent, and her husband soon learns it doesn't pay for him to 
criticize her, either! In essence, work outside the home is subject to scrutiny and 
demands productivity by obligation; work inside the home is subject to less 
scrutiny and allows for productivity more by option. Mothers’ work has, of 
course, its parallel special difficulties, from diapers and back talk to never being 
able to “psychologically check out.” But Hochschild covered these and “forgot” 
dads’. And that’s, of course, the issue. | 

When Hochschild and others: “forget” this, it sets the stage not only for 
women shaming men, but for men generating status by shaming themselves and 


other men. For example, remember my mentioning Jane Pauley publicly shaming 


* Note these distinctions: full-time working men work ten hours more than women who work full time; working fa- 
thers work 11 hours more than working mothers (many of whom work part time); the average man works 20 hours 
more than the average woman outside the home, since many women don't work outside the home at all. 


her husband, Garry Trudeau? Well, Trudeau, in turn, shames other men with IN 


cartoons like this: 





“PSOE VaT O00 6.0. TREOLAD. QEPMATED CIU PERSOS OF COIVERIM, PRESS IBOMATA ALL MOSTO 


However, were we aware of only men’s contributions, then my parody—not 


Trudeau’s—of the above Doonesbury cartoon would make as much sense: 





Of course, when we acknowledge both sexes’ contributions, then either car- 
toon without the other makes no sense. 


How DID HOCHSCHILD REACH HER CONCLUSION THAT 
“WOMEN WORK AN EXTRA MONTH OF TWENTY-FOUR 
HOUR DAYS A YEAR”?-° 


Hochschild used mostly 1960s data in a 1989 book to “prove” that men weren't 
doing any more housework in 1989 then they were in the '60s! So headlines 
were telling the world that men hadn't changed by citing a book that 
used data that hadn’t changed!—quarter-century-old data. This created so 
much anger because by 1990 everyone knew women were working more outside 
the home; when men supposedly weren't working more inside the home, that un- 
derstandably brewed female fury. 

Just think about that—if a man claimed women in the 90s hadn't changed 
since the '60s, and based his claim on ’60s data, would the press have made his 
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book into headlines or turned him into hash? Instead, the press specifically pre- 
sented the data as a current study of men’s laziness and women’s oppression. 
(Time called the studies she cited “recent”??? and The New York Times Book Re- 
view praised it as “of our time).”*° 

The only possible way The Second Shift could have been labeled “recent” is 
if one counted the tiny “study” of fifty two-job couples that Hochschild con- 
ducted herself—with almost all her examples coming from only twelve couples.*! 

This little add-on study not only got the book publicized as “recent,” it got it 
publicized as comparing full-time working women with full-time working men. 
In fact, Hochschild studied mostly part-time working women, and still 
other women who fluctuated between working full-time and part-time and not 
working at all.*2 

Why is this important? The phrase “second shift” implied that full-time 
working women could not expect husbands to share the housework equally even 
though they shared income-earning equally. In reality, some of these part-time 
working women's husbands worked sixty hours a week and were portrayed as in- 
sensitive for not sharing the housework with a woman who works twenty hours. 

To add insult to injury, instead of the man being credited for his forty-or-so 
additional hours of work on the first shift, he is blamed for depriving her of her 
career. It is this damned-if-you-do/damned-if-you-don’t approach that has left 
many men feeling, well, damned if they do and damned if they don’t. 

Hochschild’s biggest mistake, though, was one made by almost every popu- 
larized housework study: not adequately measuring men’s contribution to work 
around the home. For example, if Mom drives the children to daycare, it’s called 
housework; if Dad drives the family to Grandma’s, well, that doesn’t even count. 

Look first at Hochschild’s list for women vs. men just below, and then com- 
pare it with my “Male Housework List.” What do you discover? 


THE HOCHSCHILD LIST 


CHORES TRADITIONALLY DONE BY WOMEN (A LA HOCHSCHILD) 


HOUSEWORK 
e “picking up” 
° vacuuming 
- making beds 
e cleaning bathrooms 


e doing laundry 


routine meal preparation 


‘cleanup 


grocery shopping 
sewing 

care for house plants 
care for pets 


dealing with the bank 


PARENTING/CHILDCARE 


tending a child while sick 

feeding the child 

bathing the child 

driving the child (e.g., to daycare or to doctors) 
educating the child 


daily discipline of the child 


reading to the child 


MANAGEMENT OF DOMESTIC LIFE 
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remembering domestic chores and events 
planning domestic: chores and events 


scheduling domestic chores and events 


| making up the grocery list 


paying bills 


sending birthday and holiday cards 
arranging baby-sitting 


preparing birthday parties for the child 
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Cuores TRADITIONALLY DONE By MEN (A LA HOCHSCHILD) 


e putting out the garbage 
e car repairs 

e lawn 

¢ houseliold repairs” 

‘That concludes Hochschild’s list. What is left out of the chores traditionally 


done by men? 


THE “MALE HOUSEWORK LIST” (OR “HONEY DO” LIST), OR 
THE SECOND SHIFT, MALE STYLE 


Before we compare this to my “Male Housework List” below, I must tell you that 
my female friends are genuinely dumbfounded when | ask them to come up with 
even five categories of “male housework.” (Don't worry, most men can't either, 
even if they do them!) IF you are a woman, check your gut to see whether you are 
resistant to seeing the fifty categories of what men do. Some women have told 
me that, on the one hand, they found themselves laughing incredulously that 
men could ever be that involved in housework, and on the other hand they didn't 
want to give up their belief in his laziness, that yes, they were hesitant to give up 
the ...er... victim power. It’s nice to have honest women friends. 

‘The more time a woman spends with this list below, the more she will feel 
valued, appreciated, and less angry. Why? When a woman sees what a man 
is also doing for her, she feels him valuing her, just as she values him. 
She loses that anger, which emanates from feeling, “He feels his time is worth 
more than mine.” 

A woman who commits just a few examples to memory will find men 
shocked at the appreciation and, therefore, more ready to appreciate her. Men 
depend on appreciation but consider it boyish to ask for the appreciation. 

A woman who wants her “honey do” list done will find it gets done when she 
appreciates. Men learn from infancy to get a woman’s approval by doing what she 
asks. Men have little trouble doing if they yet the approval. 

If the male housework list is going to serve its purpose -~ of softening female 
anger and deepening both sexes’ compassion: -a few caveats are necessary. 

Hirst, notice that much of what men do is also done by mothers who are sin- 


i gle, so appreciating what men do also helps us appreciate what single moms do. 





Second, women do even more than is on Hochschild’s list. I have not created J 
a parallel woman’s list because ‘The Superwoman Syndrome already contains an 
excellent one.** Although my men’s list would make it appear men do even more 
than the Superwoman Syndrome women, comparing lengths is unfair to women 
because the chores women do are more frequently done on a daily basis, while 
inen’s are.more on an “as needed” basis (“Honey, the toilet seems backed up”). 

Now, the big fallacy of housework studies: the word “housework.” 

‘Vhe word “housework” does not trigger an image of what men do. It makes 
us think of contributions made by women in the home (cooking, cleaning, etc.). 
Much of what men do is work around the home (e.g., car or roof repairs, outdoor 
painting and planting, coaching, shoveling snow), not in the home. ‘This is true 
all over the world. What follows, then, is not as much a “male housework” list as 
a list of fifty categories of contributions men make to the family, most never men- 
tioned. All are in addition to earning money. They make up the second shift, male 
style. No one has ever studied 90 percent of these categories because professors 
with a tendency to think so specifically of men’s contributions are rarely found; 
and if found, rarely funded. 

Few men keep mental lists of what they do, they just do what is on their lists. 
Overall, men’s style is to do, not talk. But neither sex is articulate about what they 
are not trained to do. Remember how, in the "70s, when women were just begin- 
ning to apply for management positions? Interviewers asked them if they had any 
management experience and the women answered, “No.” We helped women 
who were homemakers make their “management” experience conscious and vis- 
ible, first to themselves and then to the interviewer with answers such as: “Yes. 
For twenty years, | managed personnel development, life-and-death decisions, 
inventory, cash flow, cost benefits, ethical nuances, emergencies, and medical 
decisions for a small, growing company. | then supervised its merger with other 
small companies. You may have read about the wedding . . . er, merger . . . in the 
papers!” Now we need to do the same for men in the area of contributions to the 
home, so they can talk about it and help others appreciate it. - 

As youre looking over the male housework list, it will be tempting to respond 
with “yes, buts,” like, “Yes, but in my house I do the repairs,” etc. It is my hope, 
though, that both my list and the Superwoman Syndrome list will be used for mu- 
tual appreciation, not tit for tats; and used as a take-off point to create your own 
family’s individualized system for distributing responsibilities. Think of this and 


the Superwoman Syndrome list together as a couple's guide to distributing tasks. 
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WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE TIME DO You vs. YOUR PARTNER 
DO THESE CHORES? 


1. Activities most likely to break an arm, leg, or neck, or to crack a 


skull: In your relationship, who climbs tall ladders or checks out the 
roof? For example, who uses ladders to do house painting (e.g., reaching 
for a spot we've missed that’s too far away on a homemade scaffold on a 
windy day), or to clean outside windows; or to go into the attic? Who 
shovels wet snow off a roof to avoid roof damage, resulting in many men 
slipping off the roof every winter)? 

A man who falls off a roof or ladder is lucky if he breaks only an arm; 
some men, though, are paralyzed for life, or killed; others find shoveling 
snow off a roof leads to problems that get them classified in one of the 
next two categories. 


2. Activities most likely to trigger heart attacks: Shoveling snow off a 


driveway or sidewalk; pushing a car that’s out of gas off a crowded street 
into the gas station; playing tag, soccer, or basketball with the kids for a 
“little too long” while trying to teach the children that a parent can be a 
playmate too; or carrying a sleepy child from an upstairs bed to the back- 
seat of a car and back into bed again without waking up the child, only to 
find Dad’s heartbeat getting erratic and pain thrusting through his arm. 


3. Activities most likely to cause lower back problems and hernia 


operations: Moving furniture or twisting his back as he juggles a heavy 
suitcase into the backseat of a two-door car (or behind other suitcases in 
a trunk); or trying to carry a TV or a computer up a down staircase; or 
moving the refrigerator or some file cabinets; or moving tables at a church 
event or picnic. 


. Assembly: Mail-order products, toys, bikes, furniture, bookcases, beds; 


putting up kids’ plastic pools, backyard tents. 


. Barbecuing: Shopping for barbecue, charcoal, propane; basting, mari- 


nating, cooking; cleaning up of grill, tongs. ashes, etc. 


. Bodyguard: at home (e.g., who usually checks it out in the middle of 


the night when you and your partner are awakened by a noise that sounds 
like someone has just broken into your home, and you know they could 
have a gune); in public places (who plays bodyguard when nightfall 
turns a beautiful park into a dangerous park or a quaint side street into a 
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ll. 


12. 


13. 
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dangerous alley; or when a lonely hiking trail proves to be a rattlesnake Ill 
haven; or when a ski slope becomes an avalanche?). We've all read stories 
of a man saving a woman from a burning house or a raging river or a 
crashed car. Women often save children in these situations—and even 
lift cars to save children. Although I’ve asked over a million people (on TV 
and radio) to send me a story of a woman risking her life to save an adult 
man, so far, no stories. Every time a woman and man walk together in 
a public place, he unconsciously serves as an unpaid bodyguard.” 


. Camping: It starts with taking psychological responsibility for avoiding 


disaster (checking weather predictions and safety of the location, buying 
correct tent and camping gear, taking responsibility for not getting lost, 
knowing how to use tompass, etc.), then carrying the primary backpack 
(often including the stove and a kerosene lamp), erecting the tent, dig- 
ging drainage trenches, gathering firewood, building the fire, hoisting 
food away from animals. ‘The man is often the camping home buyer, 
home mover, and homemaker. 


. Car buying: Price negotiation, Consumer Guide/Blue Book-type research. 


. Car maintenance and repair: Checking hoses, belts, tire pressures, 


vacuuming inside, applying Armor All; comparisons of prices with me- 
chanics, tire changing (see also Emergencies). 


Carpentry: From putting up shelves (in garage, basement, and closets) to 
repairing loose fence slats, to making bookcases, to building a doghouse. 


Christmas: Putting up lights on house and tree; tree purchase, set-up, 
dismantling and disposal; retrieving boxes of ornaments from dusty attic 
or storage area. 


“Male cleaning”: Car washing (and waxing); cleaning all painting tools 
for reuse (brushes, rollers, pans, guides); cleaning out the basement, at- 
tic, fireplace and gutters (the darkest, dirtiest, hottest and coldest parts of 
the house); cleaning filters of air conditioning and heating units; cleaning 
yard; bathing of dogs; and, if there’s a pool or Jacuzzi. . . . (See also: Bar- 
becuing; Diaper Changing, Male Equivalents of; Guns and Weapons; Ac- 


tivities most likely to break. . . . ) 


Coaching-as-child care: Baseball (T-Ball, CAP Leagues, Little League), 
softball (e.g., Bobby Soxers), football (Pop Warner), roller hockey, field 
hockey, ice hockey, soccer; more informal coaching-as-child care via 
“playing together” in basketball, or throwing, catching, and hitting a ball; 
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instructions in individualized sports such as tennis; instructions in self- 
defense (aikido, boxing, wrestling). 


Computer buying: Researching best hardware and software; comparing 
prices, new vs. used markets, etc. 


Confrontations—with neighbors or strangers: “Go tell the neighbors 
their dog's barking too loud.” Or, you've just gotten into a car accident 
with a stranger; who approaches the other driver when everyone is emo- 
tionally off center? | | 


Dead animal disposal: DAD quickly comes to mean Dead Animal Dis- 
poser when the gerbil dies, the rat’s been trapped, when the mouse has 
been lead into temptation, or when the dog’s been run over and the street 
has blood all over. What’s worse for some dads, though, is having to kill 
the almost-dead animal—when DAD means Dying Animal Disposer. 
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Decks: Building, sanding, staining, sealing. 


Diaper changing, male equivalents of: Plunging a backed-up toilet; 
wiping up a child’s vomit when carsick on a vacation; cleaning up after 
dog doo from own dog and neighbors’. 


Digging: Holes and ditches, removing of boulders, tree stumps, etc. 


Dinner when company’s visiting: Meat carving, wine opening, cock- 
tail making (careful guys, most women still do most everything else when 
company's visiting). 


Disciplining of kids: “Wait till Daddy comes home.” 


Dragon-killing—modern version: Swatting flies, stepping on roaches, 
squishing spiders—all without a sword (or, for pacifist performers, re- 
moving the spider without hurting it!). 


Driving: To and from functions that both sexes go to together, especially 


when conditions are hazardous (e.g., when caught in rush hour in a 


strange city; when caught in snow on an icy mountain road; when caught 


in heavy rain, wind, and fog at night, or when in a foreign country), or 
when both are exhausted or -have had a bit too much to drink; on long 
trips, especially late at night while the family sleeps; or on a motorcycle 


(have you ever seen a woman on a motorcycle with a man hanging on?). 


The automobile and motorcycle are the modern-day white horse. Like 
the man on the white horse, his role involves more accidents; the man on 
the white horse, though, never had to worry about a DUI citation! 


Emergency prevention: In home (e.g., noticing and repairing frayed 


wires, plugs, sockets, smoke detectors); in car (putting chains on tires; 
being certain all the cars’ fluids [oil, transmission, anti-freeze] are being 
changed on schedule, tool kit and flares are adequate, flashlight has bat- 
teries, etc.); via nature (battening down windows, putting sand bags in the 
trunk before a blizzard, making sure trees aren’t creating a hazard to 
house or people should a storm arise), on the town (making sure there's 
cash in the wallet and gas in the car). 


When emergencies arise despite prevention: Sandbagging; chang- 
ing a tire on a cold night in the rain on a dangerous part of the road in the 
bad part of town; taking the walk for five gallons of gas when the car runs 
out; or risking putting the battery cable on the wrong side of the battery. 
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26. 


27. 


28. 


29. 


30. 
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32. 


33. 


34. 


35. 


36. 





Post-emergencies: Roof repair (shingles, holes, leaks, etc.); removal of 
fallen trees and branches; rebuilding and repairing after damage; or ar- 
ranging for, supervising and helping with rebuilding and repair. 


Fences: Building fences from stone or wood, or installing a wire fence. 


Fire building, wood chopping and carting wood indoors while not 
getting the carpet dirty. 


Garbage: Real men take out the garbage because, you see, it’s in their genes 
to know how to use the garbage can cover as a shield should anything hap- 
pen in that journey from the castle to the street. If he takes out the recy- 
cled items and the garden waste, it’s just because he wants to protect his 


turf of being the garbage man (excuse me, waste management engineer). 


Gas/electric failures: Resetting clocks and circuit switches; relighting 
pilot lights; troubleshooting. 


Gift-giving as a contribution to maintaining the romance: We of- 
ten say men aren't romantic, but we forget that it is men who are more 
likely to give the flowers she likes; the diamonds with the right 4 Cs (carat 
size, clarity, cut and color [then he worries about the 5th C—cost]); the 
earrings with the hypoallergenic studs; the perfume with the scent she 
prefers; the right-size ring for the correct finger with the right stone and 
her preferred cut; or to choose a restaurant that fits her definition of ro- 
mantic, arranging the occasion, taking her there, and paying. Many a man 
has never had even one of these things done for him by even one woman 
one time (just as some women have never had a man do their laundry, 


cook a meal, or even make a cup of tea). 


Guns and weapon: Purchase, cleaning, usage, and safety for protecting 


family from thieves in city and from animals in rural areas. 


Hanging: Of heavy pictures, wall hangings, clocks, phones (especially 
when molly bolts, toggle bolts, or drywall or plastic anchors are necessary). 


Installation/hook-up: Of washer, dryer, computer, TV, cables, and an- 
tennas. 


Life insurance: Purchasing and choice of carrier. 


Risky investment management (stocks, joint ventures, rental prop- 
erty): The investments that inspire blame when they fail and induce 
stress even when they succeed. 


37. Opening: Jars, doors, big boxes, paint.cans, windows that are stuck or . f t 


38. 


39. 


40. 
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42. 


43. 


44. 


45. 


46. 
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frozen. 


Option generating: In many couples, the man generates the options, 
the woman generates the rejections. For example, he asks, “Where would 
you like to go for dinner?” She answers, “Anywhere.” “Chinese?” he of- 
fers. “We just had that,” she reminds. “Italian?” “Too heavy.” “How about 
that new place—what’s its name?” he tries. “I hear that’s expensive.” 
When it comes to restaurants and to movies, the man often generates the 
options and the woman often selects even immediately after she's said, “It 
makes no difference.” Option-generating often involves having one’s 


ideas rejected, which can be emotionally taxing. 


Painting: Inside and outside of the home, and the laying down of mask- 
ing tape, sheets, and other painting preparation (See also: Male cleaning 
and Activities most likely to break an arm ... ). 


Patio and sidewalk making: And sealing over cracks, requiring cement 
mixing, building of frame, making it level, and living with every mistake 
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because it’s “laid on concrete.” 


. Planting: New trees, bushes, larger plants. 


Plastering, spackling, grouting, caulking, and mortaring: And cre- 
ating the plaster, spackle, grout and mortar mixtures. 


Poisons, exposure to: Use of insecticides to spray for ants and roaches; 
or to spray trees, flowers, garden vegies. 


Programming: [he VCR (“Honey, before we leave, I can’t miss the spe- 
cial on male housework; would you program the VCR?”), or the CD 
player, the telephone speed dial. 


Pumping gas, paying for gas, changing oil: When there's both a man 
and woman in the car, I notice men pump the gas about 80 percent of the 
time in Northeast & West Coast urban areas and university towns, and al- 
most 100 percent of the time anywhere else. 


Reading the business and financial pages: To get a feel for business 
trends that may affect career decisions and information related to invest- 
ment decisions (which may just look like him “goofing off reading the pa- 
per” but is the equivalent of a woman reading recipes in Better Homes & 


Gardens or Family Circle [still the best selling magazines to women]). On 


the other hand, guys, the sports pages don’t count! 
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49. 
50. 


51. 


52. 


53. 


54. 


Remodeling: Taking down walls, putting in windows, finishing garage or 
basement, and, for better men than I, building entire new rooms. 


Repairs: Toilets, faucets, plumbing, electrical, window screens, sliding 
glass and screen doors, problems with cabinets, doors, etc. 


Sharpening: Knives, mower blades, pruning shears. 


Shopping for: Paint, hardware, lumber, spackle, lawnmower, tools, 
much of the “bulk” shopping (Office Depot, Home Depot, Price Club, 
CostCo, etc.) (See Also: Computer buying; Car buying; Stereo and video 
buying; and Life insurance, for additional “Male Shopping” categories). 


Stereo and video buying: Hooking up, troubleshooting, repair arrang- 
ing, and supervising. 


Toy and bike care: Oiling, painting, and fixing kids’ bikes, swing sets, 
jungle gyms, merry-go-rounds, and other outdoor play equipment. 


Weather guard: Guarding a woman against exposure to rain, sleet, and 
snow by forfeiting his jacket to a woman who is cold even when he is also 
cold; walking between a woman and a street in which cars and trucks 
might splash water or slush onto their clothes; scraping ice and snow off 
a car windshield on a freezing morning; dropping the family off at a 
restaurant or movie when it’s pouring, then parking and walking to the 
restaurant or theater in the rain (especially if no one has an umbrella); 
warming up the car before the family gets in it; bringing in the newspaper 
on a rainy morning; salting the driveway, sidewalk, and stairs when the 
rain has frozen over, so that if anyone falls, he does.’ (See Also: “Activities 
most likely to trigger heart attacks” and “Emergency” categories). 


Yard work: Lawn mowing, fertilizing, weeding, clipping, leaf raking, tree 
trimming, etc. . 


So if men do all this, why don’t we know about it? In part because instead of 
complaining, men offer to carry the luggage, barbecue, build the shelves, or shop 


for the stereo. And in part because we perform our roles unconsciously, as with 


our bodyguard role; it’s hard to complain about that of which we're unconscious. 


Complaining is the shadow side of consciousness. But men were secretly hoping 


for the lighter side: appreciation and love . . . but someone took the appreciation 


and love out to the garbage. 


MYTHS THE “MALE HOUSEWORK LIST” DESTROYS 


Hopefully this list destroys some myths that create anger toward men, and cre- 
ates instead some of the following understandings. 


Myth: Women’s housework is unappreciated. 


Fact: Both sexes’ housework is unappreciated, because we all'see more 
of what we do than we see of what our partner does. The fact that vir- 
tually every housework study lists most of women’s housework even as it 
neglects about 90 percent of the “Men’s Housework List” means men’s 
housework is especially unappreciated. 


The frequency with which we hear “women’s housework is unappreciated” 
is actually evidence of its appreciation. Men will feel a lot more appreciated 
when we're also saying “men’s housework is unappreciated.” 


Myth (Part I): Women's Housework is Unpaid. 


In the words of the U.N.’s Report, “Most of women’s work is unpaid.” (em- 
"47 


phasis mine) 
Fact (Part I): The Men’s Housework List makes it apparent that both 
sexes do housework for which they are unpaid, and both sexes’ house- 
work “pays” their partner. 


That is, a traditional wife's labor pays her husband because he would either 
have to pay for it himself or do it himself. Conversely, his housework is work for 
which she would otherwise have to pay or do herself. Most important, the money 
he earns “pays” for her better home & gardens and family circle, which she gen- 
erally enjoys (and has more time to enjoy) more than he. Since divorce more of- 
ten makes their home her home, then all his labor often becomes her living 
space. And should they divorce, community property and divorce settlements are 
also more likely to make her home his mortgage payments. (The word “mort- 
gage,” interestingly, is from the Latin, meaning “death pledge.”) 


Myth: Countries’ GNPs measure men’s work, not women’s. 


Fact: Countries’ GNPs do not include either sex’s contributions to house- 
work. 
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When the U.N.’s official publication tells us that only women’s work is un- 
paid and that countries’ Gross National Products need to be refigured to incor- 
porate women’s unpaid housework, that is a sexist recommendation: If it is to be 
refigured, it needs to incorporate both sexes’ unpaid work. Much of this work, 
like financial consulting, is worth more per hour in the marketplace than house 
cleaning; some of it, like someone who will check for a thief in response to your 
nudge at 3 a.M., while you remain in bed, to see if they're stabbed, is hard to find 
in the yellow pages. Men can’t buy it at any price. 


Myth: “Women’s work” requires women to always be “on call.” 


Fact: Both sexes are “on call,” each in their traditional areas of respon- 


sibility. 


Men also are “on call”: for repairs, for moving or lifting furniture, as unpaid 
bodyguards, as weather guards, as openers of jars, as solvers of emergencies 
(honey, the roof is leaking!). 


Myth: Women take responsibility, men just help with the housework. 


Fact: It is rare for either sex to truly share psychological responsibility 
for the type of housework traditionally done by the other sex. 


A man may change the diapers in the middle of the night, but a woman is 
more likely to lose sleep worrying over whether the baby is sick and what should 
be done. That’s an indication she is taking primary psychologically responsibility 
for the baby—even if he is technically doing more diaper changing. Conversely, 
if not enough money is coming in, a woman may be helping with the income— 
she may even be producing more income—but Dad is more likely to lose sleep 
worrying what he’s going to do to pay the doctors’ bills, mortgage, and insurance. 
Rather than quit a job he hates that earns this income, he will “tough it out.” 
Drinking, drugs, or fits of anger are often signs he is feeling psychologically re- 
sponsible for more than he can cope with, and more than he can express. When 
he feels he will fulfill this psychological responsibility more via his insurance pol- 
icy than his life, he is a candidate for suicide. | 


Myth: “A man may work from sun to sun, but a woman's work is never done.” 


Interestingly, although this is the original myth, when we check the head- 
lines I’ve listed above, we can see that women are now portrayed both as working 


from sun to sun and doing work that is never done. Our prior acknowledgment of W 
men as working from sun to sun has faded with the sunset and never reappeared. 


Fact: By seeing how men are also “on call” twenty-four hours a day, and 
also share psychological responsibility that haunts them while they’re 
sleeping, we destroy the myth that only a woman’s work is never done. 


Myth: Men think marriage entitles them to a domestic slave. 


Articles in women’s magazines and guests on Oprah and Sally often com- 
plain, “Somehow my husband could do his own laundry when he was single, but 
he seemed to think the diamond came with the plug to the washing machine.” 


Fact: Both sexes expect their partner to do chores they used to do 
themselves before marriage . . . so the real issue is how marriage tempts 
both sexes into a division of labor. 

For example, women take out their own garbage when they live by them- 
selves, but in a relationship, if we see a woman taking out the garbage, that usu- 
ally means there’s no man home, or he forgot. Similarly, women drive under 
dangerous conditions when they drive alone, but usually men do it when they're 
a couple. But men don’t even think of saying, “My wife could risk an accident 
driving in fog, ice, or rush hours when she was single, but as soon as I gave her 
‘the diamond, she thought it came with rights to a chauffeur.” 

Some men in dual-earner couples feel her housework has become his and 
hers, while his remains his. One man put it especially well. “While work in these 
traditionally women’s areas has slopped over into my bailiwick, the reverse is not 
true. I am still on call ’round the clock when a drain does not work. There's noth- 
ing magical about unclogging a toilet; not much upper-body strength is required. 
But you'd better believe that only I get called on to do it. When all the females in 
my house talked me into bringing my daughter's class hamster home during 
Christmas, it was I who waded through the rodent droppings to clean the cage. 
And I'm the only one in the house who can empty a mousetrap. f 

“For the record, I am a 6-foot, 200-pound, romping, stomping black male. I 
can't believe I’m rare. I’m not the perfect husband, and my wife assures me that 
I’m no treasure.”*® 

By looking at the “Male Housework List” plus men’s extra work time, plus 
men’s extra commuting time, plus men’s greater likelihood to bring more work 
home and take more hazardous jobs, we understand that the real issue is not the 
husband expecting wife-as-slave, but both husband and wife expecting a division 
of labor. To be sure, the sexes divide labor much less than we used to, but con- 
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structing this list made me realize the sexes still divide labor much more than we 
think we do, especially after children arrive. 

Overall, as a rule, men’s demands are fewer: We hear about wives’ “Honey 
Do” lists for their husbands, but not about husbands’ “Honey Do” lists for their 
wives. Most men’s attitude toward a wife who works even part time is more laissez- 
faire: “If she cooks dinner, I love it; if she microwaves a frozen dinner, okay; if she 
wants to order in pizza or Chinese, fine; if she wants to go out, that's okay, too.” 
If he has something to eat and drink, his loved one in his arms, and a remote in 


his hand, he’s not making “honey do” lists. 
Myth: Single moms do the chores of both sexes. 


Fact: Both sexes, when a single parent, do sume of the chores of the 
other sex. 


Both sexes often do nontraditional chores when they are single, or a single 
parent (or when the other sex is unavailable). Interestingly, though, single dads 
will typically do fast food with their kids. Single women and single moms often 
get others to do repairs and “male-type” chores. Near my home in San Diego, | 
occasionally see a truck for a handyman business called “Honey Dos.” (In other 
places it's called “Hire a Husband.”) Other single moms persuade fathers, sons, 
boyfriends, hopeful boyfriends, or neighbors (or neighbors who are hopeful 
boytriends!). 


Myth: Men will always do the physical chores because men are so much stronger 


physically. 


Fact: An Army study found that the average woman civilian volunteer 
could lift 70 percent of what the average active-duty military man could 
lift prior to twenty-four weeks of training; after the training, the civilian 


women averaged 91 percent of what the active-duty military men 
lifted.” 


We can increase our daughter's self-sufficiency and decrease the Female In- 
competency Defense by telling her it is as much a sign of “being a lady” to help 
a boy with his luggage as it is a sign of being a gentleman to help a girl with hers. 
This will help her also build her muscles, rather than having only boys build 
theirs, which creates the self-fulfilling prophecy that boys are so much stronger 
that we can just expect them to be girls’ luggage carriers, as we would expect of 
a mule. 





Myth: Women nurture men -they even “mother” them; men dont nurture women. 


Fact: Both sexes nurture each other in different ways. Women’s way is 
called nurturing; men’s way is culturally invisible. 


One danger of a woman believing that only she nurtures her husband is that 
it makes the woman “feel like his mother,” and that feeling desexualizes her. 

Aman who makes it clear that nurturance is a two-way street will both allow 
a woman to know how she is being loved and free her from the desexualization 
that accompanies feeling like a mother. (linally, an incentive for men to speak 
up!) For example, the man who digs up a garden to make it easier for a woman to 
plant a rosebush contributes his form of nurturance even as she contributes hers. 
The man who drives’ under dangerous conditions late at night while his wife is 
sleeping in the passenger seat is nurturing her; when he takes care of killing the 
mice, spiders, and flies, he nurtures the woman by freeing her from having to con- 
front the killer in her psyche; the man who adds a bedroom to the house provides 
a more beautiful space in which she can care for and nurture herself every night. 

If a woman drove, pumped the gas and paid while her husband relaxed in 
the passenger seat, and if she repaired a flat while he looked on, she might com- 
plain, “I feel like his mother.” Yet when men do these things for women, they 
don’t complain, “I feel like her father.” 

The best way to use these lists to replace anger with love in real life is to nur- 
ture each other by doing for your partner what your partner normally does for 
you. I am sad when I hear of a man who has never fixed his wife a cup of tea, or, 
if she prefers coffee, doesn’t know how she likes it. | remember a woman friend 
of mine getting ready to go out. As she was changing, she spilled something on 
her skirt. When she returned and saw that I had handwashed her skirt and hung 
it up to dry, she was so touched that she burst into tears. She had never been nur- 
tured in that way before. Similarly, when a woman has bought me flowers or 
taken me to a nice restaurant for absolutely no reason, | am touched in some un- 
explainable way. And it increases my respect for her. (Note that I’ve never known 
a woman to burst into tears of appreciation when I've picked up a restaurant tab; 
and I’m appreciative, but not as appreciative, if a woman washes a shirt on which 
I've sprayed some marinara sauce. ‘I'he point is that doing for others as they 
usually do for you is more touching than doing the usual.) 

So | hope using both the list in The Superwoman Syndrome and mine to- 
gether inspires role reversals and appreciation — that they are used in discussions 


with Part I listening skills, thus creating love, not war. 
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FOUR MISTAKES HOUSEWORK STUDIES MAKE - 


The least responsible housework studies will continue to make the headlines and 
generate anger toward men if we are too ignorant of their flaws to confront the 
media with them. Here's a guideline to help you understand the journalist’s bias 
the next time you read about men working less. 


THE SEXISM OF THE WorpD “HOUSEWORK” 


We now know that the word “housework” does not trigger men’s memory of re- 
modeling, coaching, driving, or virtually any male contributions, so when we see a 
Harris poll saying women do more housework we can immediately see the sexism.” 

The categories must be specific. A vague category like “Cleaning” rarely 
makes men recall when they cleaned the gutters, fireplace, or paint brushes. 
Similarly, “Shopping” rarely makes men recall shopping for tools or lumber, for 
stereos or VCRs, for computers or cars, or eyen “bulk” item shopping. Examples 
must list a range of traditional male chores. | 

Men’s housework is also more seasonal and is therefore more easily forgot- 
ten in the off-seasons. So when a pollster asks in July how much housework he 
does, he doesn’t think of shoveling snow. 

Because men’s housework changes from project to project, it is more easily 
forgotten once the project is completed, regardless of the season. 
__ Add the three biases together, and a man who coached his daughter's soccer 
team in July and is asked about the housework he does in December doesn't 
think of coaching—the project is long done, it’s another season, and the word 
housework would never have triggered it anyway. Yet it may have been a turning 
point in his daughter's life. 


THE “TypicaL Day” FALLACY 


In The Second Shift, Hochschild asked women and men “Can you tell me about 
your typical day?”?' From this she derived. the list of housework we saw above. 
The “typical day” question is biased against men because men’s chores 
are not done on a typical day—they are done “as needed.” The man does 
not repair the toilet on a typical day, he does it “as needed”, ditto for mowing the 
lawn and virtually every one of the fifty categories on the men’s housework list. 
Which is why 96 percent of men’s contributions never made Hochschild’s list. 


THE Diary’s BENIGN NEGLECT 


a Notice that “driving the child to daycare or to doctor’ is on Hochschild’s list. So 
y { , the type of driving women are more likely to do is on Hochschild’s list. But the 





type of driving a man is more likely to do-—driving the family on the weekend— : J 
isn't on Hochschild’s list. Would it be on the list of someone who used the diary 





method to measure contributions to the home? 

"The diary method is considered the most reliable because it asks the woman 
and the man to list what he or she does each hour of the day. However, in the 
driving example, a man’s diary entry for Saturday, 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. might be, 
“Went with the kids to their grandparents’.” “Went with the kids” could not be 
translated by the diary researcher into “father drove,” because the researcher has 
no right to presume the dad drove. Similarly, the dad might also have packed the 
trunk and pumped gas, and would be unlikely to mention it. So three male con- 
tributions become none-—even in the diary—because men are unconscious of 
thinking of them as something worth volunteering. | 

For these reasons, even diary. researchers need to educate themselves as to 
how men’s contributions are camouflaged and to help men bring their uncon- 
scious contributions to the conscious level by including consciousness joggers 


like the Male Housework List. 


WOMEN-ONLY INTERVIEWS 


The most dangerous of recent trends is concluding how much each sex works by 
polling only women, as in the recent Women’s Sports Foundation study.5? This is 
like asking only Republicans or Democrats which party works harder for the 
country. | 


HUFF, PUFF, AND BLOW THE HOUSEWORK MYTH DOWN 


One finding The Second Shift popularized was that men do only seventeen min- 
utes of housework per day. Let’s look at the facts. 


Myth: Men haven't changed—they still do only seventeen minutes of housework — 
per day>*—-the same as they did in 1965.54 


Fact: Even in 1965, men’s contribution to housework and child care was an 
hour and a half per day on weekdays,” and three hours a day on his days off.°° 
And it’s gone way up since then.” 


‘The media publicized Hochschild’s seventeen-minute per day figure without 
checking it out. But when Joe Pleck, then at the Wellesley Center for Research 
on Women went to Hochschild’s source,*® he was surprised to find that this fig- 
ure was based on two fundamental errors: 


WHEN HE HEARS, “I WORK FULL-TIME... YOu WOR’T DO THE DISHES” 


WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


” It excluded all the time these employed dads spent on housework during 
the weekends. The seventeen-minute figure was actually the time spent 
by employed fathers only on workdays.” 


e Hochschild totally ignored all men’s contributions to repairs, paying bills, 
and other administrative activities. She excluded the larger of the study's 
two categories of housework. Sound a bit like the U.N.? 


When I double-checked these figures to be sure it was not Pleck who was 
wrong, | myself was amazed to find that Hochschild had excluded men’s child care. 

So what happens when we look at what the mid-’60s. man did when week- 
ends and weekdays are averaged together and when categories like repairs and 
child care are included? The alleged seventeen-minute man was actually 
the one-and-a-half-hour-a-day man on his workdays, and the 3-hour-a- 
day man on his days off.°' And the mid-’60s was the era in which almost all 
married men with children provided 90 to 100 percent of the income for the en- 
tire family; when commuting from a suburb into a city took my dad, for example, 
an additional 3 to 4 hours round-trip, door-to-door every day-—-a trip so common 


that all our neighbors’ homes in Waldwick, New Jersey (just outside New York) 


had only one-car garages . . . a car used by the wives while the husbands took 
some combination of trains, buses, and subways. 

Hochschild was disingenuous in a number of other ways. Here are three of 
the most blatant: 


e She never tells her reader that even the study she cites showed that the 


great majority of women had total workloads that were less than men’s.° 


e She tells us that according to a 1965 study, men have more leisure time. 
Not quite. She tells us only of working mothers—the only group who had 
less leisure time than their husbands (by four minutes per day). She does 
not tell us, for example, that the same study found that 1965 housewives 


with children had 346 more minutes of leisure time per week than their 
husbands.“ 


e At one point Hochschild acknowledges that the main study she cited was 
outdated, but says another study showed that men were doing no more 
housework since 1965.°° So I looked up that “other study,” also by John 
Robinson. It said the opposite: Women were now doing much less house- 
work, and men much more. In fact, between 1965 and 1985, men in- 
creased their housework 147 percent. 


Each fact in isolation has little impact. It is the pervasiveness of such 4p 





women-as-victim findings that leaves us with an impression remembered long af- 
ter the facts are forgotten. That is what creates the Big Lie. 

When I introduce these data manipulations to leading feminists, their re- 
sponse is not, “Oh, I didn’t realize that—that makes me feel better about men; 
I'll be sure to double-check what you're saying, and if it’s true, to never repeat the 
false stereotype of men as deadbeats.” Rather, the most common response is, 
“How can you be so naive as to trust what men say about how much men work?” 
Notice there is not a second’s acknowledgment, just a transter of the focus of 
male bashing from men as deadbeats to men as liars; but, because the response 
is so common, I checked that, too. Are men liars? 


Myth: Men exaggerate the amount of work they do. Women work more than they 
acknowledge. 


Fact: Women report three times as much child care as they themselves record 
in the more accurate diaries.’ In contrast, men report only half as much time 
spent on home repairs and alterations as they actually do. 


Women in the workplace are also much more likely to overestimate the 
hours they work than are men. Women’s average overestimation was ap- 
proximately six hours per week more than men’s average overestima- 
tion.” Among women and men who said they worked fifty-five-hour workweeks, 
women’s overestimation was almost double that of men’s.”! (In my forthcoming 
25 Ways to Higher Pay, I look at the enormous implications of these findings.) 

Okay, guys, before you get on your high horse and accuse women of being 
the bigger liars, remember that a woman can be watching TV with her daughter 
and simultaneously have a casserole in the oven, laundry in the dryer, and dishes 
in the dishwasher for one hour and legitimately claim “one hour child care,” “one . 
hour cooking,” “one hour laundry,” “one hour clean up,” or a total of four hours 
housework in a one hour time slot. Most men find it difficult to simultaneously 
repair the roof and mow the lawn. The nature of the different responsibilities 
women and men undertake makes it much easier for a woman to exaggerate the 
number of hours she worked. - 

In contrast, men who underestimate their workplace hours are not just be- 
ing modest. Researchers interviewing men who said they were unemployed 
would often get interrupted by the man saying he had to leave to work. When the 
interviewer responded, “I thought you were unemployed” the man affirmed “I am 


unemployed—lI just work twenty hours a week.” The researchers discovered that 
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men who worked thirty hours or less often categorized themselves as unem- 


ployed.’* For many men, the shame of being underemployed creates the feeling 


of being unemployed. 


Interestingly, both men’s and women’s tendency to overestimate the work- 
week has increased over time—but even more so for women.”? People who work 
over forty work hours are progressively more inaccurate.’* Even more fascinat- 
ing, all three of these trends also hold true in other countries as well, such as 


Russia. ”? 


Myth (Part II): “Women's work” is unpaid. 


I promised above that I would look at six ways that men pay for the work of 
married women playing the traditional role. 


Fact (Part II): “Women’s work” is paid—in at least six ways. 


1. THe Man’s PAYCHECK 


Item. Hillary Clinton’s personal income in 1995 was $0.76 Yet she lives in a very 
White House, has bodyguards (men paid to die before she’s even hurt), limos, Air 
Force One, and gets better free food than her husband seems to eat. 


A married man’s income is not for him, it is for the family. If he earns three- 
quarters of the income, he pays three-quarters of the bills. Sometimes more. 
“His” income becomes their home and garden, their cars and car insurance, and 
mostly her doctor and therapist bills.” Their combined income is about seven 
times more likely to be spent on her personal items (bracelets, rings, earrings, 
mascara, and more shoes, makeup and designer labels than most men care that 
women wear) than his.” l 

When a woman cooks and cleans every day for a man, it is only when her 
husband pays her. We can see from the high, number of divorces following a 
man’s continued unemployment, that when a man does not pay a woman, a 
woman sometimes does not cook and clean for him. And as we have seen, when 
women earn more income than their husbands, it is the husbands who do more 
housework than their wives.”? 


2. By INCREASING HER LIFE EXPECTANCY 
Many TIMES FASTER THAN. HIs 


No payment can be greater than the payment of life. We hear much about how 
women’s labor nurtures men, but little about how men’s traditional role led to 


women’s life expectancy going from one year longer than men’s in 1920 to seven 


years longer today.®° Men’s role has increased women's lives by creating cures for 1 
almost all contagious diseases, better public sanitation, labor-saving washing ma- 
chines and dishwashers, the birth control pill, and breech-birth techniques, 
anesthesia, central heating, computer chips. . . . l 


3. GivinG HER THE FREEDOM To LOVE 


A husband’s income often gives his wife the option of being paid to love. ‘That is, 
only a quarter af married women work full-time during the first five years after a 
child is born.®! The remaining three-quarters either do not work at all outside the 
home or work part-time. His willingness to obligate himself to the workplace 
gives her the option to be paid to love. As a result, Mom is there when the baby 
takes her first step: Dad only hears about it second hand. Her pay is even greater 
when a couple divorces and she gets the children. 

The more she is paid to love and nurture, the more her personality becomes 
more nurturing, and the more he feels pressure to not confront his boss about 
what he really thinks, to be more tempted to compromise ethics lest he should 
jeopardize his children’s and wife's security and ability to love each other. His 
personality is also altered. By age forty-five, he may look in the mirror and realize 
he’s become someone he doesn't really like. Often his wife agrees. Only she has 
been paid to love. 


4. RiskinG His LiFe To INCREASE HER COMFORT 


We saw from the Male Housework List how men often risk their lives so their 
wives don't have to risk theirs. Most men I know who have back problems have 
aggravated them by moving furniture, often while a woman he loved directed. 
When he checks out a roof or paints a house he is often allowing her to be safe 
while he puts himself at risk. This is men’s way of “paying” women for their con- 
tribution. 


5. THE CREATION OF THE MULTI-OPTION WIFE 


If three-quarters of wives with young children do not work full-time, what about 
wives who do work full-time? Do they have more options than their husbands? 
Well, their husband’s greater commitment to the workplace leads to the men pro- 
ducing approximately two-thirds of the family income.®? This is because women 
choose jobs that are less hazardous, with more flexible hours, shorter commutes, 
and higher fulfillment. The “return” for women doing more housework is, then, 
the choice of jobs that pay less because they require fewer sacrifices. 

On the other hand, she can choose to pursue a career—to obligate herself to 
producing enough income to support a family by pursuing jobs that pay more. 
When I do radio shows, I often ask men and women to call in to tell me whether 
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they would be comfortable having a husband care for the children while a 
woman provided the income. Many men say “yes”; it is much rarer to get a call 
from a woman who is okay with that. 

“Burn-out” classes are attended almost exclusively by momen ofc by 
women whose husband's income is allowing them to take off a year or two “to 
find meaning.” The only time I have seen a wife’s income supply this option for a 
man is after a heart attack and, even then, they were living off a savings produced 
mostly from his income. This is not because women do not make a crucial con- 
tribution. But it is unfair to suggest that women are not compensated for their 
contribution. 


6. Post-DIvoRCE, SHE IS PROTECTED MORE THAN HE, EITHER BY 
His INCOME OR GOVERNMENT INCOME 


Item. A friend of mine earns over $70,000 a year, but lives in a small apartment 
and feels deprived of his children. Although he would love the children and their 
home, his ex has both the children and their comfortable three-bedroom home. 
After child support, alimony, and taxes, he has less than $10,000 to pay for his 
rent, food, and bills. 


If a divorce occurs, he may still continue to pay her even though she does not 
continue to do housework for him. And the woman is more likely than he to have 
the home while he has the mortgage payments; to have the children while he has 
child-support payments. 

Even the single mother in poverty does not quite have her housework and 
child care go unpaid. Few people are aware that only one-quarter of unmarried 
women with children under five work thirty-five hours or more in the work- 
place.® Studies of the combined benefits of Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children payments, food stamps, Women, Infant and Children payments, Med- 
icaid, housing, utilities, and commodities, allotments find that for a single 
mother with two children, the pre-tax wage that would be necessary to match the 
welfare package was between $23,000 and $36,400 in the eleven most-generous 
states as well as the District of Columbia.*4 Of course, most women accepting 
aid only receive some of these benefits, and many do not receive what they de- 
serve in child support; but the degree to which men are producing this income 
via taxes is the degree to which this is another indirect way in which men pay 
‘women collectively when they have failed to pay women individually. 


SINGLE-MOM SYNDROME 


I mentioned above that much of what men do is also done by single mothers. A 
| t mother who becomes single without realizing what her husband contributed is 


on the short route to a place called stress. For example, since a dad who is good Jj 
at balancing nurturance, rough-housing, and discipline is often not very good at 
explaining how he does it, Mom sees discipline disintegrate after divorce, as- 
sumes the only problem is the divorce, compensates by being easier on the child, 

and compounds the problem. Thus, with the kids running the show, she is over- 
whelmed. It is difficult for a divorced woman to say to her ex, “I didn’t realize you 

were contributing so much to the children’s lives until you were gone. Would you 

give me a hand?” | 

I have seen small events—like a toilet breaking down—trigger outbursts of 
tears, hurt, and resentment in many of my single mom friends who were in a 
state of overwhelm. Part of this, of course, is the failure of her dream of “a fam- 
ily forever.” But sometimes another portion comes from a feeling; “Damn, I’m not 
supposed to be repairing toilets—he is.” It occasionally helps, after the tears have 
been received with empathy, for her to feel what her response would be to her ex 
saying, “Oh, thanks for dropping the kids by. Would you pick up my dirty under- 
wear before you leave?” 

Single mothers who don’t have husbands to do the “male housework” often 
find themselves moving closer to their dads—or never moving away from their 
dads—or relying on male neighbors, or male friends. Each of these creates sepa- 
rate problems, especially for the woman who is unconscious of men’s housework 
and, therefore, unconscious of the trade-offs and the deals she is making to get 
that housework done. 

Single mothers who keep their dad actively in their lives often resent their 
dad’s judgments and interference. They resent themselves for feeling unable to 
sever their ties, for being dependent, for “not growing up.” 

Single moms who rely on male friends for repairs—‘he's just a repair 
friend’—are often unaware that the man really isn't sacrificing his Sunday after- 
noon in exchange for a Sunday night dinner. The truth is, if he’s making that type 
of sacrifice, it’s usually because he’s interested in her. I’ve seen many single 
moms have men who they claim are “just friends” work on their cars, do repairs, 
help them move. They think nothing of it. (Which says it all.) When she starts 
dating.someone seriously, the “repair friend” feels hurt and her new boyfriend 
feels suspicious. And Mom feels caught between a rock and a hard place, so to 
speak. 

The solution? Imagine her new boyfriend spending all Sunday afternoon 
with a woman who's “just helping me cook, clean and do my laundry. It’s noth- 
ing.” She would dump him before she emptied the rest of the garbage! Some- 
times these single moms even had sex with these men “in the past”; yet, if her 
boyfriend had had sex “in the past” with this woman . . . well, he’d be in the 
garbage! | 
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I believe two things are going on when a woman has a “repair friend.” First, 
on some level she knows he is courting her, and thus feels entitled to having a 
man who is courting her do more for her than she returns. Second, her. unwill- 
ingness to give as much acknowledgment to the sacrifices involved in “male 
housework” as in “female housework” makes her less conscious of how she is us- 
ing him. If she were spending half-days cooking or cleaning for a guy she hoped 
would show some interest, friends would make her wonder if she were being 
“used” or if she was a “doormat.” 
This attitude rests on a deeper foundation. Just as women who are poor turn 
-to the government as a substitute husband (in the form of welfare and AFDC 
payments), so women without husbands often unconsciously turn to substitute 
husbands, such as dads, “repair friends,” and male neighbors. . 
If that's the case, where do we go from here? 


WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 


Turning anger into understanding involves more than changing the biases of 
housework studies; it involves starting with the media’s process of selecting 
which studies become the headlines. 


Bias: ‘The media's tendency to make headlines out of the most anti-male stud- 
ies without double-checking the facts or the methodology to the degree they 
would if the study concluded that men work longer. 


Change: Because women-as-victim headlines, like “Women’s Work Is Never 
Done,” sell better than a headline saying “Men Overworked,” the media will have 
to be confronted directly with their accusations of bias. This may mean careful 
studies showing patterns of bias, followed by sit-ins and boycotts by readers, and 
challenges to hire reporters as open to men’s issues and male positive studies as 
to women’s issues. 


Meantime, circulating responsible studies via the Internet is more viable 
since a profit is not required. PBS and NPR (National Public Radio) are proba- 
bly the most vulnerable to challenge because their use of public funding for pro- 
grams focusing almost exclusively on women’s needs (in the area of gender) 
leaves them in potential violation of FCC fairness regulations and the Four- 
teenth Amendment's constitutional mandate to provide equal protection under 
the law for both sexes. | 

| ‘Turning anger into love also involves challenging the biases in the house- 
HQ. work studies themselves. Here are the biases and some solutions. 





Bias: Sometimes, just the word housework is used to inquire about both sexes’ 12l 
contribution to work around the house, or the examples are mostly of traditional 
women’s housework. ` 


Change: Examples of the work men do around the house need to be even more 
specifically listed than women's. 


Bias: I know of no survey that measures the greater “quantitative options” that 
married women with children are more likely to exercise. For example, married 
women with children who feel “burned out” often exercise the option of cutting 
back the number of hours they work, or they take a job that requires less com- 
muting. i 


Change: Each survey should measure each sex’s quantitative options with a 
question such as, “Could you take a job working less than thirty-five am per 
week without creating a conflict with your spouse?” 


Bias: I know of no survey that measures the greater “qualitative options” that 
married women with children are more likely to exercise. For example, married 
women rarely consider taking a hazardous job like driving a cab, a truck, or being 
a construction worker; or certain types of tedious, high-pressure positions such 
‘as short-order cook; or dirty jobs like being a mechanic; or jobs like pumping gas 
outdoors in the winter; or being a porter in a hotel; or jobs like coal mining, for 
example, that combine a number of these problems. 


Similarly, women are more likely, when they take a job they believe will be 
fulfilling but that turns out not to be fulfilling, to declare themselves burned out 
and desirous of having children, or to quit “for a while.” When they return to 
work, they will often take a more fulfilling job that pays less and that has more 
satisfying hours. 

A survey that fails to factor in a measurement for women’s vs. men’s qualita- 
live options is a female-biased survey. | 


Change: Each survey should include a question, to the effect, “On a scale from 
1 to 10, to what degree are you working at a job you don't like because its pay and 
benefits are better than something you like more (e.g., being a teacher, writer, 
singer, artist)?” 


Bias: There are many surveys comparing those women who work the greatest 
number of hours to their husbands, but none comparing those husbands who 


WHEN He HEARS, “Ii WORK FULL-TIME... YOu WON’T Do THE DISHES” 


WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


oo 


work the greatest number of hours to their wives, or even comparing men who do 


the most housework to their wives. 


Change: Study the hardest working men as much as we study the hardest work 


ing women. 


Bias: Some surveys assume working mothers work equal numbers of hours to 
working fathers, and they then ask for only the measurements of the hours therr 
spouses spend doing housework. However, since working fathers, for example, 
work eleven more hours per week outside the home than working mothers,” and 
commute two hours further,®® this sets up a thirteen-hour per week bias against 


fathers. 


Change: Be certain the number of hours working and the number of hours 


commuted are both asked for. 


‘These changes will lead to a woman feeling the man she loves values her 
time and, therefore, values her. It will lead to a man feeling more appreciated 
and, therefore, being more involved because involvement is now producing int- 
macy rather than new honey do's without the honey. 

Perhaps nothing makes a woman feel less valued, though, than being abused 
by a man. And perhaps nothing makes a man feel like less of a man than hitting 
a woman. Unfortunately, our current approach to solving the problem is often 
aggravating it. For all these reasons, there are fewer areas with more potential for 
deepening love between men and women than understanding what men are 


keeping secret about violence in the home. 


AP our Man Anew YOU 


eared His fotent 
lor Violenee 


“Dear Abby: Thank you for printing the warning signs of an abusive partner. 
However, you have unfairly portrayed men as the only, abusers, Not so; 
women can also be abusers. 

My brother was married to a physically abusive woman who exhibited 
all 15 points you mentioned in your column. It wasn’t until he joined a sup- 
port group and realized he wasn’t the only man who got beat up by a woman. 

After much research, | find that women are just as abusive as men in re- 
lationships. 

Women are able to get away with abusing men because most men are 
too embarrassed to report it. With the massive attention now given to do- 
mestic violence, it’s time the other side of the story is told. 


E. V. Lanann, DALLAS 


Dear E. V. Liland: If what you state is true, | would like to see the statistics. 
Although | have no doubt that many men have been subjected to abuse by 
their spouses, experts tell me that their numbers are dwarfed by the vast 
number of women who experience physical abuse at the hands of their hus- 
bands or boyfriends. 

Abused women are often captives in the abusive relationship, fearing 
that if they leave, they will be killed. Frequently they have been isolated by 
their abuser, have no money, credit, or job skills, and feel they'll be unable to 


support themselves and their children. The same is not true for men.” 
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Even men who share their personal experiences find that, instead of empa- 
thy, they get the response Dear Abby gave this man: “Women have it worse.” This 
belief is so strong that over the past quarter century, women’s old fantasy of mar- 
rying a man-as-protector has been tainted by women’s new nightmare of hus- 
band-as-batterer. She feels she is being told to marry the enemy. Both the Ad 
Council? and the Universal Pictures’ ads below reinforce women’s Marry-the- 
Enemy fear. 
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ag] tor Domestic Vielence. 





Because men are part of every family, this anger and fear divides families and 
poisons love. Yet domestic violence is a domestic reality. So why is it that on our 
wedding day, while almost all of us desire a life of giving and receiving love, some 
couples end up giving and receiving black eyes and bruises? 

I believe that a slide into violence is quickened by the popular assumptions 
about domestic violence: that it is men who batter women, rarely the other way 
around; that women hit men only in self-defense; that women can’t walk out be- 
cause they will be found by enraged men who will be even more likely to harm 
them; that this “male approach” to relationship problem solving emanates from 
men’s feelings of women-as-property and of male power and privilege. 

If we believe that.it is predominantly men who batter women, it is hard to 
see why women also need to change: We will continue saying, “Just change the 
men. They're the batterers.” United Way, one of the major contributors to fund- 

ing to prevent domestic violence reinforces this only-the-female-is-victim im- 


Hf agery in brochures such as this, for a program run by a men’s center, no less: 
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Abusive Men Exploring New Directions 


Central Office: (303) 832-6363 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
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This assumption prevents us from redoing the male-female dance from a 
nonblame perspective. The first step is men taking responsibility for sharing their 
reality. But even as men do, it always surprises me how differently we listen to 
men’s reality. 


SAVE THE WHALES, BATTER THE MALES 


Item. The Oprah Winfrey Show. Four men describe how their wives hit them in 
the lower back with a pole, cracked them over the head or in the neck with a fry- 
ing pan. The audience renews its laughter after each story. ‘The men are part of a 


“PMS Men’s Support Group.”” 


Imagine an audience of men laughing as battered women describe how their 
husbands threatened them with brain or spinal cord injuries by battering them 
over their heads or in the necks with a frying pan. 

Note that all of these battered husbands are still with their wives. When a 
woman stays with a man who batters, we provide shelters to encourage her to es- 
cape. If she decides not to escape, we say she is a victim of “Battered Woman 
Syndrome.” 

When battered women form support groups, we call it a Battered Women’s 
group—her victimization is cited. In the PMS Men's support group, the woman's 
excuse is cited—the fact that the men were battered is left out. For men, unem- 


ployment often precedes battering, but women rarely form a Wives with Unem- 
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ployed Husbands’ Support Group (no mentioning of the battering) to help them 
understand the cause of the battering—the unemployment. The emphasis of the 
men’s group was on understanding, coping, changing the situation and then, if all 
else failed, getting out; the emphasis of battered women’s groups is on getting out 
first, and second, locking up the problem (the man). 

In brief, when women batter, men’s first priority is to support the woman and 
help them change; when men batter, women’s first priority is to escape the men 
and put them in prison. ‘The motto of feminists: “There is never an excuse for hit- 
ting a woman.” Shouldn't it be, “There is never an excuse for hitting’? None of 
these distinctions were made by anyone on the show. 

An attitude in American culture actually supports the battering of males, as 
it does the saving of whales. In 100 percent of advertisements in which only one 
sex is hitting or beating the other, it is the woman who is beating the man.® One- 
hundred percent. Sitcoms routinely portray women hitting men, almost never 
‘portray men hitting women. When he fails to leave, it is not called “Battered 
Man Syndrome’; it is called comedy. In the chapter on man bashing, we will see 
this pattern in everything from greeting cards sent by women to Disney films 
watched by children. This makes it hard to listen to a different reality—that of 
men who are abused. 


A DIFFERENT REALITY 


Item: Michael, thirty-eight, a construction worker and amateur rugby player, 
barricaded himself in a spare bedroom at nights to avoid beatings from his 
diminutive wife. During a three-year marriage he was stabbed, punched, kicked, 
and pelted with plant pots. Despite his muscular, 15-stone [210 lbs] build, he 
was frightened to sleep for fear of attack. “Nobody would have believed me if I'd 
told them the constant bruising was from beatings by my wife. I still have the 
scars from where she tore at my flesh with her fingernails. ‘he screams from my 
daughter as she witnessed the abuse will haunt me for the rest of my life.” 


Item. Paul, thirty-two, a former Royal Marine, said his wife, Claire, an advertis- 
ing executive, could suddenly.become like “a ferocious wild cat.” The slightest 
thing would set her off. “She would pull me to the ground, kick me, and pull large 
clumps, of hair out of my head. I never fought back because she was a slightly 
built, petite woman.” 
Item. A forty-two-year-old British police officer, trained in tackling armed crim- 
inals [British police don’t carry guns], was twice hospitalized by his 5-foot wife. 
ING He didn’ report it. When asked why, he explained, “If I was to go up to my mates 





on the force and tell them my wife was regularly hitting me over the head and 7] 
body with anything she could get her hands on, they would crease themselves 
[die laughing].” 


All three of these examples are from the London Times.’ It is rare for equally 
reputable American papers to run a story in which men’s feelings and experi- 
ences about being battered are reported in their own words in such depth. No- 
tice also that the wives. are clearly weaker physically, and the men are not the 
passive, hen-pecked stereotype of a battered man. And note the men’s fear that 
if they reported this to the authorities, not only would they not be believed, they 
would be ridiculed (“my mates would crease themselves”). 

The London Times article spoke of the shock experienced by many police of- 
ficers at the violence meted out by women. As one officer put it, “We have had to 
review our attitude. Ten years ago it wasn't thought possible that a woman could 
beat up a man. Now it’s a regular occurrence.” In reality, husband beating may 
have occurred just as often ten years ago, but the unwillingness to consider it as 
a possibility may have blinded officers to the regularity of the occurrence. 

American newspapers are just beginning to acknowledge the feelings of 
some boys who are the victims of violence by a girl, but not the feelings of victims 
who are men. For example, fifteen-year-old Bobby Papiere of Houston explains: 


One of my parents’ lines that I just hate is, “Like your sister can hit you 
hard,” meaning that if my sister hits me, it's no big deal because she can’t hit 
hard. But sometimes it is hard. And my parents don’t let me hit her back. So 
(when they're not around) she'll stand there and hit me—and then she'll say, 
“TH tell if you hit me.” I hate that.’ 


Notice that the boy could have told this story to his parents, but didn't. 
Nowhere is the title Women Can't Hear What Men Dont Say more relevant than 
to boys’ and men’s silence about domestic violence. 

Why the silence? Think of all the ways we teach boys to become men by en- 
during pain: football, rugby, ice hockey, boxing, boot camp, rodeos, car racing. 
Men learn to call pain “glory”; women learn to call the police. 

Why did virtually every culture reward its men for enduring violence? So it 
would have a cadre of people available to protect it in war. The people considered 
the most in need of protection were women and children. ‘Ihe sex considered 
most disposable was men—or males. 

The more a man is trained to “be a man,” the more he is trained to protect 
women and children, not hurt women and children. He is trained to volunteer to 
die before even a stranger is hurt—especially a woman or child. ‘Thus most fire- 
fighters are volunteers, and almost all the volunteers are men. 
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“Try not to hit any females.” 


THE SATURDAY KVENING POST 


Part of the pressure men put on each other to carry out this mandate is ridi- 
culing a man who complains when he is hurt. We often think that when a man 
insults another man by calling him a “girl,” the insult reflects a contempt for 
women. No. It reflects a contempt for any man who is unwilling to make himself 
strong enough to protect someone as precious as a woman. It is an insult to any 
man unwilling to endure the pain it takes to save a woman's life—including the 
pain of losing his own life. If you are a woman, imagine someone calling you a 
“baby” because you cried rather than trying to save your daughter's life at the risk 
of your own—you would know the term “baby” was meant not to insult babies, 
but to insult you for being unwilling to protect soméone as precious as a baby. 
The ridicule is pressure to consider ourselves less important than someone even 
more precious: A baby is more precious than a mother; a mother is more precious 
than a man. 

Those feminists who say that masculinity is about men believing they can 
batter women display the deepest ignorance possible about men and masculin- 
ity. Battering a woman is the male role broken down. A man who batters 
a woman is like a cross-dresser: he’s out of role. In a Stage I survival-based 
culture, it is the male role to protect women by taking control of survival needs. 
Which is why, for example, nineteenth-century British and American law re- 
quired a husband to go to debtors’ prison even if it was his wife who spent them 
into debt.!° With responsibility came the ability to enforce. The male role was to 
his family what the role of the military is to a nation: Both are assigned the role 
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of protector; but the power it takes to protect, when broken down, can be abu- a 
sive. But the abuse is not the role, it is the role broken down. He was not treat- 
ing her as property, he was taking responsibility for keeping the property intact 
for the entire family's protection. If he should fail, he’s off to jail. That’s why I call 
it the responsibility to discipline, as opposed to male privilege. 

In virtually every culture, then, manhood rests on men learning to protect 
women, not hurt women. 


WHO IS ABUSING WHO? 


If we look at only police reports and all-female self-help groups, it appears that 
men perpetrate about 90 percent of the domestic violence. But when we study 
male-only self-help groups, we get a different picture: Only 6 percent of the men 
involved in domestic violence say they were the perpetrator; 81 percent said their 
wives were the perpetrator (13 percent said it was mutual).!! So who do we be- 
lieve?: Ninety percent male perpetrators, or 6 percent? 

Consider the possibility that the percentages are so different because the 
people we asked were so different—that everyone might be telling their version 
of the truth. There was something missing: a nationwide domestic violence study 
of both sexes. \ 

When the first scientific nationwide sample was conducted in 1975—by 
Suzanne Steinmetz, Murray Straus, and Richard Gelles'*—the researchers 
could hardly believe their results. The sexes appeared to batter each other about 
equally. Dozens of questions arose (“Don’t women batter only in self-defense?”; 
“Arent women hurt more?”). Over a hundred researchers during the next quar- 
ter century double-checked via their own studies. About half of these researchers 
. were women, and most of the women who were academics were feminists. Most 
expected to disprove the Steinmetz, Straus, and Gelles findings. 

To their credit, despite their assumptions that men were the abusers, every 
domestic violence survey done of both sexes over the next quarter century in the 
United States, Canada, England, New Zealand, and Australia—more than fifty 
of which are annotated in the Appendix—found one of two things: Women and 
men batter each other about equally, or women batter men more. In ad- 
dition, almost all studies found women were more likely to initiate vio- 
lence and much more likely to inflict the severe violence. Women 
themselves acknowledged they are more likely to be violent and to be 
the initiators of violence. Finally, women were more likely to engage in 
severe violence that was not reciprocated. The larger and better designed 
the study, the more likely the finding that women were significantly more violent. 

Studies also make it clear that the women were 70 percent more likely to use 
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weapons against men than men were to use weapons against women.!? The 
weapons women use are more varied and creative than men’s, doubtless in com- 
pensation for less muscle strength. 


Item. “One well-to-do wife I know of turned the tables on her husband. After 
suffering repeated beatings, she waited until he fell asleep one night, sewed him 
in the sheets, and broke his bones with a baseball bat.” 


BARBARA SPENCER-POWELL; Overland Park, KS!4 


The fact that women were more likely to use severe violence does not nec- 
essarily mean the men were injured more. I will explain later why we do not yet 
have valid information about which sex is injured more. 

Here are the most basit findings of the most responsible representative na- 
tionwide domestic violence study concerning how often wives vs. husbands were 
victims of severe violence. 


SEVERE “WIFE-BEATING” VS. SEVERE “HUSBAND-BEATING”* 


Wife Victim 1.9% 
Husband Victim 4.5% 


Explanation: During the year prior to being surveyed, less than 2% of 
wives and more than 4% of husbands were victims of severe domestic vio- 
lence. “Severe violence” was measured via Murray Straus’s Conflict Tactics 
Scale’ as: kicking or biting; being hit with an object or a fist; being beaten 
up; being threatened with a knife or gun; or being stabbed or wounded. 


*Source: 1992 National Alcohol and Family Violence Survey, a nationwide representative pop- 
ulation sample of 1970 persons, conducted by the Institute for Survey Research (Temple Uni- 
versity). See Murray Straus and Glenda Kaufman Kantor, in “Change in Spousal Assault Rates 
from 1975 to 1992: A Comparison of Three National Surveys in the United States,” paper pre- 
sented at the thirteenth World Congress of Sociology, Bielefeld, Germany, July 19, 1994. 


If we saw a headline saying, “Severe ‘Husband-Beating’ Twice as Common 
as Severe ‘Wife-Beating,’” we would think there was a misprint. 

Because this chapter's very foundation rests on the counterintuitive findings 
that women and men batter about equally—or that women batter more—I am 
including all of the studies, and a summary of their findings, in the Appendix. I 
do this because it is important for the reader to know that I am not just reporting 
selected studies “in order to prove a point.” 


It is also important to know that I contacted the national NOW headquar- Hi 
ters and the NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund to ask them if they knew 
of any two-sex domestic violence studies that showed men battered women more. 
They could not cite a single one. They had relied on crime statistics from the Na- 
tional Crime Victimization Survey'® to say that women were battered more. 

The National Crime Victimization Survey is not a survey of domestic vio- 
lence, but a survey of crime (as the title indicates). That’s a big problem. Why? 
When a man is asked, “Have you ever been hit” or “kicked” and the context is his 
wife, his answer has his wife in mind; if we ask him if he’s ever been hit in the 
context of a crime, he thinks of whether he’s been hit by someone other than his 
wife. How do we know this? By comparing crime surveys to domestic violence 
surveys. In all domestic violence surveys the men are much more likely to-say 
they've been victims of violence from their partner. 

What creates this difference? We have educated women to think of being 
punched or kicked by a man as a crime, so a crime survey can get women to 
report that as a crime; we have not yet educated men to think of being bitten, 
punched, kicked, or hit with a frying pan as a crime, so a crime survey fails to pet 
men to report these behaviors as a crime. A crime survey cannot hear what men 
do not say. 

Another important consideration leads to men not seeing domestic violence 
as a crime: the devaluation both sexes place on men’s injuries—even when those 
injuries are equal to their wife’s. For example, a U.S. Department of Justice sur- 
vey finds that Americans consider it 41 percent less severe when a wife stabs her 
husband to death as they do when a husband stabs his wife to death.” 

On the less-severe level, such as when a man or woman hits, bites, or throws 
something at their partner, both sexes consider it more serious if the woman is 
hurt.!8 When we add this to the male mandate to not “air their dirty laundry in 
public,” we can see why crime surveys do not uncover domestic violence to the 
man, just by the man. | 

The second key to eliciting accurate information from men is “be specific.” 
If we ask a man a vague question, like, “Have you been battered,” the answer is: 
likely to be “no” even if he’s been repeatedly hit with a frying pan or repeatedly 
stabbed. But if we ask him specifically, “Have you ever been hit with a frying 
pan,” hell be more likely to say “yes.” (Also, the word “battered” connotes using 
the fist, which is the male method; it does not imply using an object, the female 
method. The word “battered,” then, holds an implicit bias against men; “domes- 
tic violence” is gender neutral.) 

When I first became aware of these studies, I mentioned them to a woman 
friend, Liz, who was the chair of her high school math department.!’ At first, she 
looked incredulous. But when I asked her to think of what she saw at school, she 
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smiled. “Well, it is true that I do see a lot of the girls hit the guys, but I can think 
of only one or two cases of guys hitting girls.” Then she laughed, “But we sent 
only the guys to the vice principal's office, so they got all the attention—includ- 
ing, it seems, my attention. I guess that’s an example of why it was hard for me to 


. believe you at first.” 


Not one to let a math teacher get away with a subjective observation, I asked 
if she would keep track of the frequency with which the boys and girls hit each. 
other the first time. She agreed, but not one to miss a potential math lesson, she 
asked one of her classes to “do a survey,” to keep track of all the times the boys 
and girls initiated a slap or punch of a member of the other sex on the playground 
or in their ¢lasses. 

When Liz reported the results, she was a tad embarrassed, “Well, it was al- 
most twenty to one when I first started keeping track—mostly girls hitting guys 
on the arm, occasionally slapping them. But I’m afraid I screwed up the survey. I 
got so furious at the girls for ‘beginning the cycle of violence,’ as you put it, that 
I began to do minilectures in class, and the girls and guys doing the survey 
started lecturing the people they were observing, and soon there weren't nearly 
as many girls hitting guys. I contaminated the results!” 

I assured Liz that stopping violence was more valuable than surveying vio- 
lence, but it made me wonder whether Liz's quasi-survey held up in real surveys, 
once high school and college students started dating. The answer? To some de- 
gree. Female high school students are four times as likely as male students to be 
the sole abuser of the other sex (5.7 percent vs. 1.4 percent).?° 

Of course, we have much more information on college students, since aca- 
demics teach college and their students are captive. The average study showed 
college women being about 40 percent more likely to be violent than the men. 
When the questions were very specific, both sexes acknowledged the women hit, 
kicked, bit, or struck their partner with an object between two and three times as 
often. 

Surveying college women and men, though, may be a bias against men, 
since it seems that among women and men who have not gone to college, women 
hit men proportionately even more than among those who have gone to college. 
(Currently, the tendency of less-educated females to hit less-educated males 
more than vice versa can be observed anecdotally on the Jerry Springer Show 
every weekday. So far, lve never seen a man hit a woman, but about eighty 
women hit men. That was as much of the show as I could stomach.) 

Among all populations, most violence was mutual. But when it was unilat- 
eral, it was more likely to have been initiated by the woman. For example, in a 
study of over 500 university students, women were three times as likely (9 per- 
cent vs..3 percent) to have initiated unilateral violence.?! 


EXACTLY How DO HUSBANDS AND WIVES ABUSE EACH OTHER? 


Exactly what do husbands and wives do to abuse each other? ‘The most recent 
scientific national study analyzes violence according to the level of severity by us- 
ing an updated version of the Conflict Tactics Scale, which has become by far 
the most acceptable measure in the field. Throughout this chapter, when I refer 


to severe violence, I am talking about items four through nine below: 


How HUSBANDS AND WIVES ABUSE EACH OTHER 


HUSBAND-TO- 


TYPES OF VIOLENCE 


A. Minor VIOLENT ACTS 


1. Threw something 
2. Pushed/grabbed/shoved 
3. Slapped 
B. SEVERE VIOLENT ACTS 
4. Kicked/bit/hit with fist 
5. Hit, tried to hit with something 
6. Beat up 
7. Choked 
8 Threatened with knife or gun 
9. Used knife or gun 


Number of cases: 1,970 


Example: “4.1% of husbands threw something at their wives; 7.4% of wives 


threw something at their husbands.” 


Source: 1992 National Alcohol and Family Violence Survey, based on a nationwide probability 
sample of 1,970 cases (with a 4X Hispanic over-sample and the data weighted accordingly) 
conducted by Dr. Glenda Kaufman Kantor of the Family Research Lab (University of New 
Hampshire). Data printout provided by Dr. Jana L. Jasinski (New Hampshire: Family Research 


Laboratory, July 8, 1996). 


WIFE 


4.1% 
10.4 


2.6 


1.3 
1.6 
0.8 
0.8 
0.4 


0.2 


WIFE-TO- 
HUSBAND 


7.4% 
10.9 
3.8 


3.4 
2.8 
0.6 
0.6 
0.7 


0.1 
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Once we get to couples who are not college students, findings of other large 
studies are fairly reflective of this one. Many, though, show a much greater 
propensity for women to engage in severe violence. For example, in a national 
sample of men and women dating, women were live times more likely to be se- 
verely violent.22 Women were more likely to be more violent in the more-involved 


relationships, as their emotions got invested.” 


IF MEN ARE BATTERED MORE, 
WHY DO THEY REPORT IT LESS? 


Item. Men rarely report being battered until their wives have attempted to kill 
them with a knife or a gun.” f 


Item. ‘Vhe film is Love at Large, with ‘lom Berenger. 'The TV promo features a 
woman slugging ‘lom. ‘The punch knocks him back, but his response is one sot 


gratitude. “[Wow, | that’s the first time we've touched.” 


A man is fearful of reporting being battered to the police because a man be- 
ing hurt provokes laughter, a problem reinforced in ads and shows such as this: 
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Why does a promo of a man being hurt show the man laughing, or in 
Berenger’s case, show gratitude, while a promo for a woman being slugged in 
which a woman was laughing or expressing gratitude to the man for slugging her 
would provoke outrage? It tickles our funny bone because we love the “weaker” 
underdog defeating the “stronger” man; because of our anger at men, and in part 
because of our unconscious understanding of how men reframe abuse and call it 


love. 


Iy And there's the biggie: Men have learned to associate being abused 





with being loved. For example, becoming the football or ice hockey player 
some woman will love (and men will respect) requires his enduring physical 
abuse, name-calling, hazing, or emotional humbling. News magazines such as 
Maclean's help us reinforce our propensity to call men who are physically beaten 


“u ” l . @ we 53 ” 
heroes,” even as we call women who are physically beaten “victims. 
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‘laking abuse will get him through boot camp so he can become the officer 
some woman will adore; and it is part of the territory of “death professions” like 
firefighting or coal mining, where he hopes to earn enough to afford a wife. By 
the time he is eligible for love, he has been trained to be humbled, hazed, and 


abused. 


THE MALE “LEARNED HELPLESSNESS SYNDROME” 


The weakness of men is their facade of strength; 


the strength of women is their facade of weakness.2° 


Men expect neither life to protect them nor their wife to protect them. But 
they do expect themselves to protect their wife. So even when men batter in self- 
defense, they expect to be reported; and even when their wives hit first, men 
rarely report. 

Many men don't report being battered because they believe “private prob- 


Jems must be solved privately.” ‘They consider “airing dirty laundry in public’ a vi- 
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olation of a relationship’s sacredness. Which is also why we don't even report it 
to our men friends. j 

Other men don't report abuse because their translation of “when the going 
gets tough, the tough get going” is “when the going gets tough, the tough don't. 
blame—they do something differently.” So even when he’s beaten, he still ex- 
pects himself to be “Timex Tough” (to “take a licking and keep on ticking”). 

Like women, men feel it’s up to them to change. They are amazed when they 
hear women say the same thing (“I felt it was my fault”) and then see the woman 
call the police. To the man, if you genuinely feel it’s your fault, you don’t call the 
police. 

A battered man imagines that if he calls the police and says, “Please come 
over, my wife just hit me,” he'll become the precincts “Wimp of the Night.” A 
battered man knows there are no shelters for battered men because no 
one really believes he exists. Men fear being denounced as an abuser if they 
beat a woman.and laughed at as a wimp if they are beaten by a woman. 

Both sexes feel helpless when the love of their life turns into the nightmare 
of their life. But men, for all these reasons, feel much more helpless about ask- 
ing for outside help. In brief, women’s strength is in knowing when they feel 
helpless. Men's weakness is not knowing. The fact that we have identified women’s 
“learned helplessness” but not men’s is, it turns out, a sign that the women's 


problem is on its way to being solved, while the men’s is as yet unrecognized. 


THE ELDERLY MAN’S “LEARNED HELPLESSNESS SYNDROME” 


Carlos Mello’s wife wouldn't let him sleep. He reported that his wife would grab 
him by his genitals and “pull, squeeze, and twist them until I could not stand the 
pain any longer and I would just stay awake.”*° He didn’t report to the hospital 
until she had prevented his sleeping for three days and his genital area was 
“swollen to the size of a small balloon,” according to the report. Although neigh- 
bors confirmed they had been hearing loud screams and moans for three days, 
Mello had been reluctant to discuss the ruckus when neighbors knocked on his 
door. When he finally did report to the police, his wife denied she had beaten 
him, dismissing his condition as “he must have fallen out of bed.” 

Many elderly men who are abused by their wives report their wives’ anger at 
their failure to be useful—as a breadwinner or home repairer. The man has gone 
from protector to needing protection, and that is a set up for her anger. The man’s 
shame and dependency often prevents him from reporting his wife’s abuse, 

The unwillingness of abused men to come forward is a classic symptom of 
“Male Learned Helplessness.” The elderly man feels helpless physically, emo- 





tionally, and socially: physically, because he is often ten to fifteen years closer to fi F 
death; emotionally, because male socialization is a retardant to emotional com- 
munication; socially, because the network of friends he built up at work is more 
likely to be spread out among many communities whereas the network of friends 

his wife built up is more likely to be in her neighborhood and her community. 
This physical, emotional, and social combination creates the Elderly Man's 
Learned Helplessness Syndrome. 


DO MEN EXPERIENCE A “BATTERED MAN SYNDROME”? 


Feminist literature has helped us understand the many reasons a woman may re- 
main in an abusive relationship-—from economic fears to low self-esteem to fears 
of enraging the man and having him track her down and become even more abu- 
sive. The usual image is that the woman cannot afford to leave, but low-income 
wives are more likely than high-income wives to leave abusive situations.”’ This 
suggests that the man’s money may keep a woman but his lack of money does not 
prevent her from leaving. 

Men’s fears of leaving can include those, but they are usually quite different. 
I’ve already discussed men’s fears of asking for help and reporting abuse, and the 
plight of elderly men’s experience of learned helplessness. But three other rea- 
sons battered men fear leaving are even more crucial. 

A battered man knows that if his wife has been abusing him, she has 
often been abusing the children; leaving her means leaving his children 
unprotected from her abuse. 

‘Second, a man who loses his wife often feels his children are his only re- 
maining source of love. 

Finally, abused men know that if they leave, their wives will not only get the 
children, but the home. For many men, “Home, home on the range” is more ap- 
pealing than “Apartment, apartment on the range.” 

Many men, then, endure the physical hurt of being beaten rather than en- 
dure the emotional torture of feeling they've left their own children unprotected, 
lost love, and lost their home. When these combine with the helplessness that 
emerges from the fear of asking for help, they create the “Battered Man Syn- 
drome.” 


AREN’T WOMEN INJURED MORE THAN MEN? 


Dear Editor: Your article [Time] on domestic violence states that 


women are unlikely to inflict much damage on men hecause wives are 
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generally smaller. Yet in my experience as an emergency-room 
physician, | treated more men than women for such injuries. . . . I 
have seen men cut with an ax, scalded with hot water, smashed with a 
fireplace poker, and knocked out by a brick, not to mention suffering 
the common gunshot wound. One incident involved a woman who 
walked into the hospital with a broken nose after being punched by 
her husband during an argument. We set the nasal bones and 
discharged her. Two hours later, her husband was wheeled in. He was 
admitted with a fractured spine. As soon as she got home, she had 
grabbed him hy the lapels and thrown him against the kitchen stove. 


VELIMIR SVOREN, MD; 
Chatsworth, GA, “Letters,” Time, Jan. 11, 1988. 


Despite the fact that women are more likely to use weapons and severe vio- 
lence agaiist men, 1.9 percent of the men and 2.3 percent of the women sur- 
veyed said they had sought medical treatment for an injury due to partner abuse 
in 1992.78 Is this because a frying pan hurts a man less than a fist hurts a 
woman - -because, as a female classmate of Calvin (of Calvin and Hobbes) put it, 
“They can’t paddle me! . . . Girls have more delicate heinies”?? 

Or is there something wrong with the way we are measuring who is injured? 
‘To measure which sex is injured more by measuring which sex reports to the doc- 
tor more is to make the same mistake we made by assuming women were bat- 
tered more because they reported domestic violence to the police more. Women 
are almost twice as likely to go to doctors as are men- -men’s injuries have to be 
much more serious before they seek attention. 

But that’s just the tip of the iceberg. When I do a radio show and ask men 
who have been severely battered to call in anonymously, it is rare for them to 
have sought medical attention even for a broken arm. But if they do, they almost 
always report it as an athletic injury (“I was going up for a basket, this guy put his 
elbow in my eye, | come down on my arm..-I end up with a black eye, a broken 
arm and a “gee, sorry, man’”). No man I ever spoke with said that such an expla- 
nation created skepticism. So the second reason that measuring which sex is in- 
jured more by looking at the reporting of injuries to doctors is that men’s rougher 
sports gives them a natural excuse to avoid the association of the injury with do- 
mestic violence. 

Third, doctors are not trained to cross-examine the man to see whether the 
claim of an athletic injury might be a cover up. If the doctor's a man, he’s more 
likely to bond with the basketball player by asking him if he made the basket. In 


í : š 
contrast, doctors are now trained to cross-examine a woman. The U.S. Surgeon 


lah General sends out information on spouse abuse only to doctors who deal with 


women (28,000 obstetricians and gynecologists).*° It is designed to assist doctors {Au 
in recognizing the subtle signs of spouse abuse among women and to encourage 
doctors to encourage women to report it. This is a result of feminist pressure to 
educate the medical community. Men’s silence has not created much pressure. 

It is exactly the feeling that men are stronger—usually true—-that gives 
women permission for hitting them harder and using weapons. ‘This is even true 
in mothers’ attitudes toward their sons vs. their daughters. Sons are more than 
twice as likely as daughters to be injured when their mothers hit them.’! 

How do we learn who actually does experience more injury? First, we need 
to remember that a “my-injury-is-worse-than-your-injury” approach to family vio- 
lence does nothing to solve the problem—it just reinforces the one-sided blam- 
ing that undermines real solutions, like communication. ' 

If we do want data on who is more hurt, we need to stop asking about cop- 
ing mechanisms—-which is what “Who sees a doctor measures?’----and start ask- 
ing both sexes specific questions about the actual damage and healing time of the 
injuries: “Was your skin broken—did you bleed? Did you suffer any bruises? Any 
scratches? Black eyes? Broken bones? How long did they take to heal? Was that 
the time it took with or without treatment?” But again, let's work on solutions 
rather than on “Who's the biggest victim?” Throughout the book, the only reason 
that I concern myself with men as victims at all is because the pretense that men 
are only the perpetrators has led us to ignoring men or blaming men - -and that 
poisons love between the sexes. | 


WHEN WOMEN BATTER, ISN’T IT IN SELF-DEFENSE? 


One of the valid objections to the initial domestic violence surveys was that per- 
haps women were violent only in self-defense. Interestingly, when Straus and. 
Gelles checked this out, they asked only women their opinion as to who had 
struck the first blow. ‘Their findings? Even 53 percent of the women ucknowledged 
they had struck the first blow.?? 

~ Other researchers asked both sexes. And asked not only who struck the first 
blow, but who did so without retaliation. Here is what they found: 


Wuo STRUCK THE FIRST BLOW IN YEAR PRIOR TO MARRIAGE? 


Men 13% 
Women 26% 
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Wuo STRUCK THE First BLOW 
6 TO 18 MONTHS AFTER MARRIAGE? 


Men 8% 


Women 17% 


Wuo STRUCK THE First BLOW 
18 TO 30 MONTHS AFTER MARRIAGE? 


Men 9% 


Women 16% 


Explanation: The percentages average both sexes’ responses. Both sexes 
reported both themselves and their partner; both sexes reported their own 
aggression to be about 10% less than their partner's estimate. 


Source: K. Daniel O'Leary, Julian Barling, Ileana Arias, Alan Rosenbaum, Jean Malone, and 
Andrea Tyree, “Prevalence and Stability of Physical Aggression Between Spouses: A Longitu- 
dinal Analysis,” Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, Vol. 57, No. 2, 1989, p. 263-265,°3 


Many studies now confirm women being more likely to strike the first blow, 
or to be severely violent without the husband reciprocating.?4 We saw above that 
this started in high school. I’m unaware of any significant two-sex domestic vio- 
lence study showing the opposite, nor could NOW headquarters cite any. 

Isn't it often claimed that when women kill their husbands, it is in self- 
defense? Yes. However, when Dr. Coramae Richey Mann checked out these 
claims, she discovered only 10 percent were valid.*? That is, when women killed 
their husbands, they usually claimed self-defense, even when their husbands were 
in wheelchairs. Others explained it was when their husband was asleep. If self- 
defense is defined as it always has been by the law, as a response to an immedi- 
ate threat to one’s life, from which one cannot escape, then neither meets the 
self-defense standard. But feminists have created a for-women-only defense (the 
Learned Helplessness Defense, based on the “Battered Woman Syndrome’), al- 
lowing a woman who could escape, but was fearful, to kill a sleeping man and 
then claim in court it was self-defense because he had previously abused her re- 
peatedly and she was afraid to leave. The problem is, the husband is too dead to 
defend himself. And the court can’t hear what men are too dead to say. 

In contrast, when men claim self-defense, they are often not even believed 
by their counselors. For example, when Steve Murray describes the abusive men 


| | he counsels, he explains, “They whine and they bitch and they cry and they say, 


‘She attacked me first.’ Pretty soon another guy is saying, “Fhat’s the way it hap- {4} 
pened to me!’”3¢ A second later Murray adds, “When a man resolved a conflict by 
hitting his wife, there are no longer two sides to the story. No one ever deserves 
to get hit.” 

Although Murray says, “No one ever deserves to get hit,” he discounts the 
men the moment they say they were hit. Even when the men claim self-defense 
(“She attacked me first”), they are discounted as whiners, bitchers, and cry- 
babies. By not believing the men—but believing only their wives—the social 
worker is able to justify putting the men in groups for perpetrators, their wives in 
groups for victims. If the women had all claimed the men hit them first, it would 
be used to reinforce the stereotype that women never hit except in self-defense. 


Is THIS FEMALE VIOLENCE 
AGAINST MEN A RECENT PHENOMENON? 


Is this gap between male and female violence in the home just recent (since laws 
against wife-battering have just recently become tougher)? It is unlikely, but we 
can't be positive of the answer, since the first large, nationwide random-sample 
study was not done until 1975. Here is how the 1975 results compare to 1992. 


CHANGES IN SEVERE “WIFE-BEATING” VS. SEVERE 
“HUSBAND-BEATING”: 1975 To 1992 


1975 1985 1992 
Wife Victim 3.8% 3.0% 1.9% 
Husband Victim 4.6% 4.4% 4,5% 


Source: 1975 and 1985 National Family Violence Surveys, based on nationwide probability 
population samples of 2,143 cases in 1975 and 3,520 cases in 1985, conducted by the Family 
Research Lab (University of New Hampshire); and the 1992 National Alcohol and Family Vi- 
olence Survey, based on a national probability sample of 1,970 cases in 1992, conducted by 
the Institute for Survey Research (Temple University). As cited in Murray Straus and Glenda 
Kaufman Kantor, “Change in Spouse Assault Rates From 1975 to 1992: A Comparison of 
Three National Surveys in the United States,” paper presented at the thirteenth World Con- 
gress of Sociology, Bielefeld, Germany, July 19, 1994. 


Fortunately, severe violence against wives decreased 48 percent; against 
husbands, it decreased 2 percent. However, what the table does not mention is 
another result of the comparison: Although overall violence (including minor vi- 
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olence, like shoving or slapping) against women decreased, overall violence 
against men increased.*’ 


HAS VIOLENCE AGAINST MEN BEEN CENSORED— 
is THIS WHY WE DON’T KNOW ABOUT IT? 


Yes, studies reporting violence against men have been censored. The underlying 
dynamics of this censorship is the subject of chapter 8 on the Lace Curtain, but 
when it comes to domestic violence, the censorship is both direct, which is quite 
a story, and indirect, which is the real story. 

Directly, first. Suzanne Steinmetz shared with me that, shortly after she pub- 
lished an article titled “The Battered Husband Syndrome” in 1978,8 she re- 
ceived a bomb threat at a speech she was giving at the University of Delaware.*? 
She received threatening phone calls at home from women who said, “If you 
don’t stop talking about battered men, something's going to happen to your chil- 
dren and it won't be safe for you to go out.” It’s ironic that women saying that 
women couldn't be violent were threatening violence. 

Although the group of women never harmed Steinmetz physically, they did 
try to damage her career. Steinmetz recalled that it wasn’t until years later that 
she learned these women had secretly contacted female faculty at the university 
where she was employed and urged the women to work against her for promotion 
and tenure. 

Richard Gelles, the co-pioneer with Suzanne Steinmetz and Murray Straus 
of these early studies, reports that Straus was rarely invited to speak at confer- 
ences on domestic violence after the three of them published their initial stud- 
ies. When he was, he was unable to complete his presentation because of yells 
and shouts from the audience that stopped only when he was driven from the 
stage.4° Whereas he used to be nominated frequently for elected office on scien- 
tific societies (such as the American Sociological Association), he has not been 
nominated for any office since then.*! 

Now, the more indirect censorship. Richard Gelles wanted to present both 
feminist and nonfeminist perspectives on domestic violence in a book he was 
editing. The feminist scholar accepted until she was informed there would be 
other points of view. Then she told Richard Gelles that she would not only refuse 
to submit anything, but she would “see to it that no feminist would contribute a 
chapter.”42 

In Canada, a University of Alberta study found 12 percent of husbands to be 
victims of violence by their wives and 11 percent of wives to be victims, but only 


the violence against women was published.*? Even when Earl Silverman, six 


years later, was able to get the data from an assistant who had helped prepare the Ij 
original study, and then wrote it up himself, he was unable to get it published. 

Similarly, another major Canadian study of dating couples found 46 percent 
of women vs. 18 percent of men to be physically violent. You guessed it. The 18 
percent male violence was published immediately. Not only was the 46 percent 
female violence left unpublished, but the authors did not acknowledge in the 
Canadian Journal of Sociology that their study had ever included violence against 
men. 

When a Canadian professor found out, he requested to see the data and was 
refused.” It was only when he exposed the refusal in his next book, combined 
with another three more years of pressure, that the 46 percent female violence 
was released and published.** By that time (1997), Canadian policy giving gov- 
ernment support for abused women but not abused men had been entrenched. 
As were the bureaucracies; as were the private funding sources like United Way. 

By 1999, United Way of Greater Toronto increased their yearly allocation for 
services to abused women and children by $1 million, to $3.3 million per year. ‘To 
abused men and children: $0. I asked the research director whether the research 
to determine need had included abused men and children. The answer? No.” 

It was the United States, though, that set the precedent for this censorship. 
In 1979, Louis Harris and Associates conducted a survey of domestic violence 
commissioned by the Kentucky Commission on Women. However, when the re- 
sults of the study were published,*® only the abuse of the women was included; 
abuse by the women was censored.*? (The women themselves acknowledged at- 
tacking men:who had not attacked them 38 percent of the time.*° The existence 
of those data became known and published only when some professors were 
later.able to obtain the original computer tape.”! 

‘Why would these findings be ignored by academicians whose life passion is 
seeking the truth? One colleague, R. L. McNeely, who pioneered the analysis of 
research in domestic violence,” told me, “I'll tell you why—as soon as I pub- 
lished results along these lines, I received a letter threatening to stop my fund- 
ing.” 

A portion of government funding to a professor usually goes to the university. 
Funding is often what allows a university to keep a professor hired. If the pro- 
fessor is supporting a family, it creates an ethical dilemma: When does being re- 
sponsible become irresponsible? And, of course, the instinct to protect ‘the 
female makes him or her fear that acknowledging male pain means discounting 
female pain. g 
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ARE THESE STATISTICS FOR REAL? 


Headlines like these”? make it difficult to believe statistics based on equal sam- 
plings of both sexes: 


50% of women 
feel cold hand 
of a batterer 


World’s Women 


Speak as One 
Against Abuse 


e Strategy: From Fiji to Israel, Uganda to 

the U.S., activists raise a new battic 

cry—treat violence against women as a ‘ 
violation of basic human rights. 


By KATHLEEN HENDRIX 
TIMES STAFF WRITER 


Are these headlines at all true? Yes. It is true that about 50 percent of 
women are shoved, slapped, or otherwise abused during their lifetime (which is 
how the article explains the headline), but that is also true of an even higher per- 
centage of men. Why do we only know about the women? Because, as the second 
headline points out, it is the world’s women who are “speaking as one” against 
abuse—the world’s men aren’t even speaking. The men are the silent battered. 

The result? We have solidified our view of men as the perpetrators, making 
it shocking to view men as equally battered. 

One of the biggest barriers to hearing this information is the belief that 
when women hit, it is in self-defense. So let’s check this out emotionally first. 
Which requires running it past our personal life experience. In my workshops I 
ask my audiences to ask themselves two questions about each romantic relation- 
ship they have had in their life: 


e On your right hand, use one finger to represent each relationship in 
which you hit your partner (a nonplayful slap or more) the first time—~-be- 


| | | fore she or he ever hit you. The number? ___ 





e On your left hand, use one finger to represent each relationship in which | l 
your partner hit you the first time. The number? ___ o 

Remember, only one finger per relationship—-and only the first time counts. 
Take a moment to do this. It’s crucial to understanding this chapter on the emo- . 
tional level. 5 

Chances are, if you are a man, you will have a harder time remembering—-a 
man treats a slap as forgettable; a woman does not. Nevertheless, if you've hit or 
been hit at all, it is likely more women will have hit you the first time than vice 
versa. Now run this by a few friends. ‘(he men are likely to recall being hit the 
first time more than the other way around; the women are likely to recall it being 
closer to equal, with their hitting the first time slightly more frequently—which 
basically matches the findings of the fifty surveys I reviewed. (The surveys, after 
all, came from real people's reports.) 

Despite all these findings, early researchers still concluded that we should 
not be distracted from the current social policy of giving first attention to wives.*4 
To rationalize their conclusion, they assumed that women as a group were more 
locked into marriage and therefore less able to escape abuse. They ignored the 
data telling us that over 60 percent of divorces are initiated by women—and that 
when women have children, it goes up to 65 percent.” And they ignored findings 
that men who are abused also feel locked into marriage because they 
know their wives are much more likely to retain the children after di- 
varce and they fear the children will be abused.*° 


WHAT HAPPENS IN OTHER CULTURES? 


I reviewed a dozen studies that covered seven non-U.S. countries (Great Britain, 
New Zealand, Finland, British Honduras, Canada, Puerto Rico, Israel) and a 
number of subcultures within the United States (Quakers, Mormons, military, 
Mexican-Americans). | 

In almost all of these cultures, the women were either equally violent to the 
men, or more violent than the men (Puerto Rico being the only exception).*’ In 
addition, the women were much more likely to exercise severe violence. It was 
not uncommon for the women to be three times as likely to exercise severe vio- 
lence, although on average it was about twice as often. 

One of the best non-U.S. studies was a New Zealand study that followed 
more than 1,000 children from when they were three until the age of twenty-one. 
Because the researchers knew these people for eighteen years, the response rate 
was high, as was the trust level (or at least that’s what they tell us!). Their find- 
ings? By the age of twenty-one, women had perpetrated minor violence against 
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men in the previous year 36 percent of the time vs. men’s 22 percent.® | lowever, 
women had perpetrated severe violence against men 19 percent of the time vs. 
men’s 6 percent. -more than three times the rate of severe violence. 

l was curious to see if Quakers were, in fact, less violent? ‘he answer? Yes 
and no. Both husbands and wives reported pushing, shoving, and grabbing at 
about the 15 percent level, which is slightly higher than it was in the overall 
American population at the time of the Quaker study (12 percent women; !1 
percent men®?).©° However, when it came to severe violence, the Quaker women 
did better than the average American woman.(2.5 percent vs. 4.4 percent) and 
the men were considerably less violent on the severe level than the average 
American man was (0.8 percent vs. 3 percent).°' Again, among the Quakers, as 
in many other groups, severe violence was about three times as frequent for the 
women as the men. 

Among a mostly Mormon sample, the violence levels were similar to the. 
U.S. at large.°* Among military couples, the men and women both exhibited 
equal amounts of violence, and more than in the population at large. Among 
Mexican-Americans, there was no difference between the genders.“ 

‘The real value of studying both sexes is how many hints it gives us at reduc- 
ing domestic violence—-especially on the severe level. For example, in more tra- 
ditional cultures, like Puerto Rico and the military, the sexes do not have the 
tools to know how to stop escalating violence. Whereas among Quakers, with 
their nontraditional emphasis on peaceful means of conflict resolution, severe 
violence by woinen is lower and by men is rare. 

It appears, then, that education toward nonviolence helps. Especially men. 
But if the Quakers are a model; the good news is that they are able to achieve this 


level of nonviolence by men within the framework of a violent society; the more 


challenging news is the Quaker education process is not just a few classes, but a 


way of life. Which is.why Part I of this book is really the biggest part of the “so- 
lution” to domestic violence. 


IS ABUSE THE RESULT OF PATRIARCHY? 


Item. Among lesbians who had prior intimate relationships with men, 32 per- 
cent had experienced physical aggression from any male partner; 45 percent had 


experienced physical aggression from their most recent female partner alone.°? 


Item. When lesbians and heterosexual women (matched for age, race, educa- 
tion, and socioeconomic status) were given identical questionnaires, 9 percent of 


heterosexual women reported being raped by a man during a dating relationship; 





7 percent of lesbians reported being raped by a woman during a dating relation- | 


ship. Statistically the difference was insignificant. 


Lesbian violence shatters the myth that women abuse only when men drive _ 
them to it. It dispels the myth that male power and male privilege create violence 
against women. lesbians do not have much male power and privilege. 

Lesbian rape further dispels the myth that rape is also an outgrowth of male 
power and privilege. We can claim that patriarchy causes lesbians to batter and 
rape---as some feminists do -but if patriarchy causes all the bad that lesbians 


do, it must also cause all the good that leshians do. 


IS ABUSE THE RESULT OF POWER—OR POWERLESSNESS? 


The domestic violence community often assumes men abuse women due to feel- 
ings of male power and privilege. ‘heir treatment programs usually incorporate 
this assumption. 

As it turns out, the evidence supports much different conclusions: that 
when women abuse, they are sometimes in a position of power, some- 
times without power, and sometimes they are experiencing both simulta- 
neously. When men abuse, they are much. more likely to be in a position 


to compensate for underlying experiences of powerlessness. Here’s the evidence 
for that paradigin shift, starting with women. 

An elderly woman is more than four times as likely to abuse her husband as 
the other way around.®’ ‘Think about why. If an elderly man is eight years older 
than his wife, he is an average of fifteen years closer to dying. suffering from 
arthritis or other ailments. She becomes her own caretaker and his caretaker. He 
is in about as powerless a place as he can be, and he abuses very little. She is much 
more powerful in comparison to him and abuses much more. But she doubtless 
also feels the powerlessness of being tied to her caretaking responsibilities. 

Similarly, two-thirds of mothers with children six years or under hit them 
three or more times per week. A recent study of conftrmed child abuse found 
mothers committed the abuse 58 percent of the time, fathers 16 percem, and 
both parents 13 percent.®? We can view this three ways: as mothers exercising 
their power over their children; as mothers experiencing their powerlessness vis- 
a-vis their children; or as both. ‘he mother is obviously more powerful, and just 
as obviously more likely to abuse when the baby is screaming, not smiling: ‘he 
screaming makes her feel powerless and the feelings of powerlessness tempt 


physical violence. (Think of how often we hear on the news of a mom putting her 
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infant in a dumpster: The mom has the power to kill, but it is almost always a 
young single mom with few resources.) 

Why are women more likely to abuse men who are powerless while men are 
more likely to protect women who are powerless? Or, put another way, why, if he 
feels powerless, is he more likely to be abusive and she is also more likely to feel 
abusive? She perceives him as no longer being able to protect her, so she 
acts on her instincts to get rid of a man who can't protect her. (Remember, 
she survived for millions of years by selecting protectors, which means knowing 
how to weed out men who can't protect her.) Put another way, female abuse of 
men who can't perform is instinctive. She feels powerless when he feels powerless. 

Among lesbian women, the abused woman was likely to feel that the prob- 


lem of the batterer was dependence, not power.”° 


So among women, feelings of power or powerlessness—or some combina- 
tion of both—seem in various ways to catalyze abuse. 

Among men it seems to be different. In 1997, the American Psychological 
Association's official journal, the Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 
found domestic violence by men was more likely to be associated with indicators 
of powerlessness than it was when women were violent. The researchers found 
that physical violence among men was more strongly associated with unemploy- 
ment, low educational attainment, few social support resources, the use of 
drugs, personality disorders, and depression’! -all pretty strong indicators of an 
underlying experience of powerlessness. 

Men's greater physical strength would seem to indicate men’s violence 
toward women involved male power. As | discussed above this is tricky, because 
men learn to use that strength to protect women and will beat up or even kill a 
man who uses it against a woman. It is when the power of his masculinity breaks 
down that he is most likely to be violent toward a woman. 

Many people resist looking at the powerlessness of the batterer because we 
have been assuming the batterer was a man and we didn't want to blame a 
woman who was battered. In love, though, both people can feel powerful or both 
can feel powerless. | l 

The treatment implications are enormous and create much hope. Large 
numbers of psychologists, social workers, Ys, and battered women’s shelters 
counsel a man who batters a woman to give up his assumptions of male privilege 
and power. If a woman batters a man, it is by definition in self-defense—he has 
the power. . 

This “victim-either-way” rationalization leaves men feeling blamed either 
way; it increases tensions and, therefore, the battering of spouses and the 
breakup of marriages. It leaves millions of children raised without the love of 
their dads. It is, though, good for the lawyers and therapists. 


IF MEN HAVE LEARNED “NEVER HIT A WOMAN,” 
THEN WHY DO MEN BATTER AT ALL? 


If the beautiful princess chooses the man who is willing to die to ptotect her, how 
is it she sometimes winds up being abused by the man who was willing to die for 
her? 

A man writes to Dear Abby that his wife broke his arms and ribs when she 
threw a heavy chair at him; that she frequently attacked him with her fingernails, 
drawing blood from his face and neck. But his training to never hit a woman 
stopped him from retaliating, and he made up lies when he visited emergency 
rooms. He stayed in the marriage for the child, but when he finally filed for divorce, 
she accused him of child molestation. Although acquitted, he felt devastated. ’2 

The Dear Abby man never hit back. So why do some men violate the male 
mandate and retaliate—-or even initiate? When a man feels the woman he is sup- 
posed to protect is threatening him or verbally chopping him apart, he begins to 
make a mental transfer from protecting her to protecting himself from her. She 
begins to lose her status as a woman. When the nexus is reached, his protector 
instinct is compromised. He becomes almost a split personality: protect her; de- 
fend self. In turn, when his protector instinct is compromised, her-love for him 
is compromised, and her fear of him becomes irrational-— which is her way of 
protecting herself. 

Once this nexus is reached another conflicting message also emerges: “Men 
don't hit women” conflicts with “She won't respect a man she can push around.” 
Paradoxically, he doesn’t have the ability to protect until he has the ability to 
stand up for himself. And sometimes, the woman may be provoking him to stim- 
ulate passion and strength, which she may find preferable to a disconnected 
blob. I brief, there is often an intricately woven dance. poing on, which makes 
one-sided blame so inappropriate. 


DON’T HUSBANDS ACTUALLY KILL THEIR WIVES 
MORE THAN WIVES KILL HUSBANDS, THUS MAKING 
BATTERING SCARIER TO WOMEN? 


We opened the chapter with an Ad Council ad showing how the visual image of 
Marry-the-Enemy is created. But the reason that ad can run without protest is 
that it manipulates us into believing this is a statistical reality. Here’s how... 
The happy bride is warned: “42 percent of all murdered women are killed by 
the same man.””? Look at the ad again and register the feeling. 
When a woman is looking at a picture of a day that is supposed to be her 
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happiest, that’s an emotional experience; it does not motivate her to do a statisti- 
cal analysis of the 42 percent figure. She is manipulated into going with the “feel” 
of the ad—that her happiest day is almost as likely as not to turn into her death. 
Most women sense it is a statistical manipulation, but still the “feel” remains and 
the fear registers. And that is the ad’s intent. 

The value of stopping to do a statistical look-see is to make the fear appro- 
priate to the reality. When it isn't, its called paranoia. People who refuse to look 
at a statistic because they want to remain “heart focused” are subject to having 
their heart manipulated. In reality, 900 women are murdered each year by the 
man they married.” Out of 54 million married women in the United States.”° 
That creates a bit of ‘a different feeling. But let’s move to the exact sfatistic: that 
“42 percent of all murdered women are killed by the same man.” 

‘The basic trick of the Ad Council's ad is that a high percentage of murdered 
wives are murdered by their husband or ex-husband exactly because married 
women are so rarely murdered to begin with. 

But aren't husbands more likely to kill their wives than vice versa? Again, we 
enter the arena of “who's the biggest victim?” It bothers me to have to document 
that the sexes kill their spouses about equally, but there are life-and-death con- 
sequences that result from feminists persuading the public that it is almost ex- 

»  Clusively husbands who kill wives. It leads to financing of only women’s shelters 
and hotlines, without shelters and hotlines for men, thus leaving men with no 








place to go when they are in danger, so they become powder kegs that can en- 44h 
danger their wives rather than people who can find a supportive retreat tem- | 
porarily and teach them Part I's relationship language permanently. 

The brief answer to this accusation is that no one knows for sure which sex 
kills the other more. In a second we'll see why it’s likely that more wives kill hus- 
bands, but until the government is willing to collect data about the three female 
methods of killing, we can only do an educated guess. I'll explain. 

On the surface, the Bureau of Justice reports women are the perpetrators in 
41 percent of spousal murders.”6 However, the male method of killing is with a 
knife or gun, done by himself; it is easily detected and reported. ‘The three female 
methods of killing are designed to not be detected, to have the man’s death ap- 
pear as an accident, so insurance money can be collected. 

The first mostly-female method is poisoning. The second is the wife hiring a 
professional killer. he third is the wife persuading a boyfriend to do the killing. 

These last two methods, if discovered, are never listed by the FBI as a 
woman killing a man. ‘hey are listed, rather, as “multiple-offender” killings.” We 
only know that in multiple-offender killings there are four times as many 
husbands.as victims than wives, according to the FBI.” That is, the 41 per- 
cent figure does not include either of these female methods of killing. 

How common are multiple-offender, usually contract, killings? We don’t 
know. Perhaps the best hint we have of how many husbands could be killed by 
contract comes from the FBI, reporting that some 7800 men were killed without 
the killer being identified (vs. 1500 women).’”? This number is almost nine times 
larger than all of the wives killed by spouses and ex-spouses put together. However, 
this “nine times as many” figure is a very inadequate hint since many of these 
men were doubtless killed by other men, and many are unmarried. It just gives 
us an understanding that multiple-offender killings must be considered before 
we can claim that more men murder wives than vice-versa. __ 

Most important, of the hundred or so contract killings about which I have 
read, only a small percentage were originally recognized as such. ‘Ihe very pur- 
pose in hiring a professional, as with poisoning, was to have the husband’s death 
appear as an accident so the wife can collect insurance money. 

Roberta Pearce, a teacher's aide, didn't have enough money to hire a real pro. 
But she knew if she killed her husband and got away with it, she would have. 
$200,000 in life-insurance money and a home of her own. So she offered two of 
her fifteen-year-old students $50,000 each, sex, and a car if they would do just 
one thing—kill her husband.®! Statistically, though, Roberta will not be listed as 
a wife who killed her husband. 

A husband is much more likely to kill in an emotional fit of rage (so much 
for the rational sex!). Or he kills his wife and children, and then turns the gun to 
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his own head. Next time you read about a husband killing a wife in the newspa- 
per, read a little further in the article and you'll be surprised to see how often he 
also kills himself. And obviously the killing of himself indicates that money is not 
his primary motivation. When people commit suicide, it is because they feel 
there is no one who loves them or needs them. 

In brief, a wife's style of killing reflects her motivation, which requires the 
killing not to be detected; a husband's style of killing reflects his motivation and, 
well, a husband who kills himself is pretty likely to be caught—a dead husband 
is a dead giveaway. Even if her killing does get.detected, it is much more likely to 
never be recorded as a spouse killing——but as a multiple-offender killing, or an 
accident or a heart attack. When a woman is murdered, we are more likely to 
track down the killer than when a man is murdered.*? 

As a result of the invisibility of the female methods of killing, women who 
do kill benefit from the stereotype of women as innocent, and are treated very 
differently by the law: thirteen percent of spousal murder cases with women de- 
fendants result in an acquittal vs. 1 percent of murder cases with men defen- 
dants. Similarly, the average prison sentence for spousal murder (excluding life 
sentences and the death penalty) is almost three times longer for men than for 
women—17.5 years vs. 6.2 years.8 And, thus far, a woman has never been exe- 
cuted for killing only a man. When we can only see women as innocent, the law 
becomes equally blind. 

Just as there are different male and female styles of killing and the female's 
has remained invisible, there are also different male and female methods of vio- 
lence that do not involve killing. The women’s style has been so invisible we 
haven't called it domestic violence. 


DOMESTIC VIOLENCE, FEMALE STYLE 


“REPUTATION. RUINING” VIA FALSE ACCUSATIONS OF ABUSE 


Thomas Kiernan, author of Citizen Murdoch (as well as twenty-five other books), 
reported in the New Jersey Law Journal his experience attending four different 
seminars for wives contemplating divorce. He reported that in all four cases, a fe- 
male lawyer conducted the seminar and “recommended, with knowing winks 
and smirks, the ‘advantages’ of ‘establishing’ or ‘creating’ a ‘record’ of spousal vio- 
lence, whether true or not, prior to the filing of a divorce complaint.”®* 

What upset Kiernan was that a law designed to prevent domestic violence 
(the Prevention of Domestic Violence Act) was openly being used to falsely ac- 
cuse men of spouse abuse. But the devastation to a man’s reputation and career 
is the less important consequence. The false accusation allows the woman to ob- 
tain the children because the father is a suspected abuser. The false accusation 


also justifies a woman being able to obtain an emergency restraining order to kick y 
a man out of his home prior to the commencement of divorce proceedings, 
thereby also increasing her likelihood of obtaining the children because they are 
“living with the mother now and stability dictates their remaining with the 
mother.” . 

But this is what most astonished Kiernan: “I'he number of women attending 
the seminars who smugly- —indeed boastfully-—announced that they had already 
sworn out false or grossly exaggerated domestic-violence complaints against their 
hapless husbands, and that the device worked! To add amazement to my aston- 
ishment, the lawyer-lectures invariably congratulated the self-confessed miscre- 
ants.” | 

Unsubstantiated and false accusations of spouse abuse or child abuse ruin a 
man’s reputation even if he is ultimately found to be innocent. 

Why are men so damaged by “reputation ruining”? Men's ability to earn 
leads to their ability to gain love. Destroying earning potential means destroying 
love potential. Observe how frequently a man will die from a heart attack or can- 
cer—or just commit suicide—shortly after his reputation is ruined. Yet these 
deaths are recorded as heart attacks, not husband abuse. And not murder. 


PROPERTY ABUSE AND CAREER DESTRUCTION 


Item. As I walked into the Pannikin—a coffee shop where I occasionally edit 
my writing—I spotted a friend of mine who looked depressed. It turned out that 
he and his wife were divorcing; his wife had just destroyed all the architectural 
plans he was working on. 


We have traditionally thought of the body of work that men produce over the 
course of a lifetime as the psychological equivalent of the children that women 
produce over the course of a lifetime. Is “husband career damage” via property 
abuse a female style of abuse, albeit unrecognized and therefore invisible? The 
only hint we have is that more than two-thirds of lesbians who were abused had 
their property destroyed or damaged.®° We don't have any data for men. It is in- 
teresting that only when women are the victims of property abuse do we care 
enough to study it. In contrast, when I am watching a film and the woman is ru- 
ining a man’s career, as in First Wives’ Club, I am saddened to hear the cheering 
from among so many in the audience, especially women. 


PSYCHOLOGICAL ABUSE 


When lesbian abuse is studied, psychological abuse is often considered as im- 
portant as physical abuse.*° Studies of heterosexuals, though, have noticeably 
avoided psychological abuse. Psychological abuse comes up only when the evi- 
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dence is clear that the sexes physically abuse equally; then the first response is, 
“When women abuse men physically it’s because men have abused women psy- 
chologically first.” 

Why have we been so hesitant to study psychological abuse among hetero- 
sexuals? Was it because we sensed all along that women are more likely to use 
psychology to abuse men because verbal communication is women’s strength and 
men’s weakness? Were we afraid to explore anything that might make men look 
less guilty (“the men were also abused”) or force women to take responsibility 
(“the women were also abusers”)? If that was not the reason, why is it that psy- 
chological abuse is suddenly so important when women (as in the lesbian com- 
munity) are its victims, or when a woman is the perpetrator of physical abuse? 

Now that we know that men are abused at least as much, though, it will be 


‘easier to study the entire abuse system—male and female, psychological and 


physical. 

What little we do know about heterosexual psychological abuse seems to in- 
dicate that the sexes swear and insult each other about equally, and that women 
threaten men with violence more. One study is from New Zealand, and the other 
is unpublished raw data from the University of New Hampshire’s Family Re- 
search Lab.®’ 

A few men have said to me, “And women manipulate us psychologically by 
crying more.” The New Zealand study did verify that women cry more during 
conflicts, 55 percent vs. 16 percent,®® but I do not personally feel that all crying 
can be called manipulative and, therefore, psychological abuse. That is, many 
men do feel manipulated by a crying woman, but that does not necessarily mean 
that the woman intended manipulation. 

In my own observation of the sexes over three decades, | find women and 
men psychologically abuse each other in different ways. Men are more likely to 
disappear at work, disappear into a project in the garage, or disappear into a bot- 
tle; to withdraw behind a newspaper or in front of the TV; to become addicted to 
sports or to gambling. Women are more likely to shop and spend, nag and ma- 
nipulate, or withdraw from sex or into a romance novel. Contrary to popular 
opinion, both are about equally likely to have affairs. Both sexes employ forms of 
power intended to compensate for feelings of powerlessness. Both sexes experi- 
ence Pyrrhic victories. 


“My PARTNER KNows Just WuHicH Burrons To Pusa” 


Perhaps the most Pyrrhic victory is “pushing our partner's buttons.” Spouse 
abuse is usually preceded by a pattern of unwanted dialogue that is nevertheless 
repeated.®? Think about “unwanted” and “repeated.” Meaning both sexes know 
they are escalating their partner's anger, but continue to do it anyway. Do some 


people on some level need to verbally batter more than they need to avoid being D 
physically battered? 

Yes. Why? Words contain more potential for rejecting us than being hit does. 
The old saw should be, “Sticks and stones can break my bones, but.names can 
break my heart.” For some people, physical battering allows them to express 
themselves without doing as much damage as they would with words. Which is 
why the solution is reworking the entire system of communicating criticism. 
Then we can focus not on abuse and victims, but on ways of using disagreements 


as opportunities to deepen our compassion and therefore our love. 


HOW INNOCENT WOMEN GET HURT 
WHEN GUILTY WOMEN GO FREE 


Everywhere Cindy Barry of Minnesota turned, she encountered the assumption 
that her batterer was a man.” Even in court, judges continually referred to her 
batterer as “he.” Now she is protesting this assumption. Cindy was abused by her 
lesbian lover, and the image of women as nonviolent led to Cindy not being taken 
seriously. | 

Ironically, a woman is once again discovering that the elimination of men’s 
rights eventually hurts women—those women who have life experiences similar 
to some men’s, such as being battered by a woman. Cindy Barry is having to fight 
to recejve justice because laws were protecting women so completely that Cindy 
had no protection against these women. Feminism had become a type of female | 
Mafia, protecting women who battered because they were women, but forgetting 
the rights of women victimized by women, as well as men and children victim- 
ized by women. | l 


HOW INNOCENT CHILDREN GET HURT 
WHEN GUILTY WOMEN GO FREE 


Item. Laurie Dann was already under investigation by the FBI for extortion. (She 
was demanding money in return for halting the phone harassment of the family of 
a doctor she had dated eighteen years previously.) Police in the Chicago area had 
registered approximately a dozen complaints against her. When she and her hus- 
band, Russell, separated, Russell reported to the police “harassment, stabbings, 
purchasing of guns, and death threats.””! He then reported that Laurie broke into 
the house and punctured ‘him in the chest with an ice pick while he was asleep. 


When Laurie Dann bought a .357 magnum revolver, Russell informed the 
police she threatened to kill him with it, but the police did not impound the gun. 
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They did not even confront Laurie; they confronted only her father. Laurie then 
took the .357 magnum plus two other handguns and shot six children at an ele- 
mentary school, leaving eight-year-old Nicholas Corwin to die.” 

When we fail to believe men who report abuse, we jeopardize children and 
the community. Is this “the system’s” fault, or do our attitudes create the system? 
Thus even with all the complaints against Laurie, no inhibiting action was taken, 
and even when Laurie was accused of threatening to kill her husband with a 
newly purchased .357 magnum, Laurie herself was never approached. The re- 
verse would have led to a national police scandal. 

When we think only men are serial killers, we are less likely to look for pat- 
terns when a woman is reported, therefore less likely to prioritize catching her, 
and thus leave all of those we love at risk. When we don't take seriously the men 
who report women, we unwittingly abuse our children. When we don't take seri- 
ously the female who commits a crime, she won't take committing a crime seri- 
ously. 


DOES THE LAW PROTECT WOMEN MORE THAN MEN? 


Item. Evelyn Humphrey was very drunk. She took a gun and killed Albert 
Hampton, her live-in partner. She claimed he had been abusive the day before. 
His death prevented him from claiming he wasn’t. She claimed “Battered 
Woman Syndrome.” The California Supreme Court gave her an acquittal.9? Un- 
til that time (1996), such a defense could only.be used to reduce the charges to 

. manslaughter for a woman who killed her spouse or partner. Now it can be used 
to give an acquittal to a woman-—but not a man. 

The “Battered Woman Syndrome” legal defense is unconstitutional because 
there is no “Battered Man Syndrome” legal defense. Allowing a woman to claim 
she was defenseless when she, in fact, had time to physically escape gives 
women a permission to kill that is granted to no man under English or American 
law. In both respects, the “Battered Woman Syndrome’ violates the Fourteenth 
Amendment's guarantee to equal protection of all human beings regardless of 
sex. The only law more blatantly unconstitutional is male-only draft registration. 
The “Battered Woman Syndrome’ is only one of eight legal defenses I discuss in 
The Myth of Male Power that women can use to kill with impunity that cannot 
be used by men. Taken together with longer prison sentences for men for the 
same crime, they give men a clear message: “You are less valued than women. You 
are second-class citizens.” ‘ 

Is the solution a “Battered Person Syndrome” allowing both sexes to kill 

N abusers? Hardly. The implication? Physical aggression has been used to “resolve 


marital conflict” at least once in 60 percent of families.” But it isn’t just spouses N 
whò would be able to murder each other. Ninety-three percent of gay men and 
88 percent of gay women who were abusers said they had been physically abused 
as children.” Should we allow them to go kill their parents and call it self- 
defense? That would create a Family Murder Act to replace a Male Murder Act. 


CONCLUSION AND SOLUTIONS 


If battering is a two-way street, só is its solution. And fortunately, the solution to 
physical and psychological abuse lies in focusing on prevention—especially the 
skills to handle personal criticism [ discuss in Part I. 


ARE Laws AGAINST PHYSICAL ABUSE HELPFUL? 


Legal restriction is not the most powerful restraint operating on men. It is the 
fear of losing the love of the woman. And the self-loathing that emanates from 
months of slavishly attempting to rebuild trust. One way or another, the man 
who physically hits a woman has traded one minute of power for months 
of powerlessness. 

Crossculturally, laws that punish physical abuse do appear to have an in- 
hibiting effect on physical abuse.” But not a big inhibiting effect.7* In approxi- 
mately 85 percent of domestic violence assault and homicide cases, police had 
visited that home address at least once in the two previous years.” 

Punishment is often society's cop-out from complexity. For example, impris- 
oning the abusive husband of a pregnant wife is often a cop-out from dealing via 
pregnancy counseling with the complex anxieties pregnancy creates. Yet, incen- 
tives for couples to take part in pregnancy counseling cost less than using tax- 
payer money to keep a husband in prison. ‘lo say nothing of the anxiety a 
pregnant woman feels when her husband is in jail (as opposed to counseling with 
jail as a backup). | 

Both the laws against battering (and the attitude those laws reflect) did 
doubtless contribute to the 21 percent reduction in severe wife beating. How- 
ever, the biased application of those laws against male batterers doubtless leads 
to the less than 4 percent reduction in severe husband beating, as well as to the 
increase in minor husband beating (but not minor wife beating). 

The problem runs deeper with mandatory arrest: laws. Once a person is ar- 
rested for domestic violence she or he is less likely to be re-arrested than some- 
one to whom the police just give advice,!°° but that doesn’t tell us how many 
people just stay away from calling the police again when the result the last time 
was a criminal record for life. Also, they tie the hands of the police—turning: 


them into automatons rather than professionals with judgment. It is better to re- 
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spond to a call for help with a low profile car and police trained in communica- 
tions work, with the authority to make a range of decisions depending on the sit- 
uation. 

Mandatory arrest laws are usually applied with extreme bias against men. 
When they aren't, the results are a bit ironic. Feminists pushed for those laws, 
but when the police arrived, even when the woman had called, it was often so 
apparent to the police that the woman had been the main abuser that the arrest 
rates of wormen for spousal abuse have doubled since implementation of manda- 
tory arrest laws in Los Angeles.'°! Many feminists have thus begun opposing 
what they previously supported when they thought only men would be arrested. 

Given Suzanne Steinmetz’s observation that since 60 percent of families 


have experienced abuse since marriage,” 


strict laws arresting abusers would be 
like laws allowing the actual arrest of anyone exceeding 55 miles per hour. Most 
of America would be in prison. 

In brief, laws and police intervention can neither be dismissed as irrelevant, 
be enforced in a sexist manner (and expect not to be eventually found unconsti- 
tutional), nor be made so loose as to include virtually everyone. Most important, 
though, imprisonment is more expensive than empowerment. And imprisonment 


is less effective than empowerment. 


Love Him or Leave Him; Love Her OR LEAVE HER? 


Although the culture's attention is focused on helping women leave, we have 
seen men also fear leaving. ‘They fear that leaving their wife means losing their 
children; that leaving their wife means leaving their children to be abused (abu- 
sive spouses are often abusive parents). It is men who have no shelters to turn to, 
no hotlines to call, no genetic heritage or socialization to ask for help, no educa- 
tion to request a restraining order; who believe the police will laugh at them; who 
feel dirty laundry shouldn't be aired in public; who have few men friends, fewer 
men’s support groups, minimal vocabulary for discussing these issues. 

One of the most destructive-to-women myths is that women are powerless 
to leave men- the men will just come after them and kill them. The myth is per- 
petuated by films like Sleeping With the Enemy, in wliich an abused woman runs 
away after faking her own death and changing her identity, but her husband nev- 
ertheless tracks her down. The message is, “lhere’s no way you can escape. an 
abusive man and remain alive---they’re the cleverest, most psychopathic, schizoid 
terrorists on earth.” But is it true? 

Some men do come after women, and some women do hire contract killers. 
‘There are no guarantees for either sex that they will be safe if they leave or stay. 


But almost every time I have read of a spouse “coming after’-the party who has 


ILA, left, one or more of these five catalysts to violence-after-leaving has occurred. 





THE Five CATALYSTS To VIOLENCE-AFTER-LEAVING: 


(1) Deplete the bank account 

(2) Leave a vitriolic, rejecting note 
(3) ‘Take the kids 

(4) Have the spouse arrested 


(5) Have a lover and go to her or his house 


~———_ - 





Obviously, arresting a spouse is sometimes not only necessary but appropri- 
ate. But it is a risk factor, to be balanced by the risk factor of not arresting. If the 
arrest has been manipulated to keep children, the risk of retaliation increases. 
The purpose of knowing these catalysts is to empower an abused spouse to leave 
safely. ‘Ihe two rules of thumb are, set firm boundaries and help your partner 
save face, even as you enforce the boundaries. 

For a husband who leaves, there's a sixth catalyst: the larger your life insur- 
ance policy, the greater the incentive to have you killed and making it appear as 
an accident, as discussed above. 

The “Battered Woman Syndrome,” then, is an insult to women’s intelli- 
gence. It suggests that only a woman cannot figure out a way of leaving while her 
spouse is at work, or on a sales trip, or on a fishing weekend; or that only she can- 
not feign a weekend trip with a woman friend or to her parents. But in the final 
analysis, there are no guarantees of violence avoidance for either sex. ‘he best 
we can do is to know that battering decreases as listening increases. 

We occasionally read of men banging down the door of their home and hurt- 
ing the woman and children. But remember, this is almost always when he has 
been evicted. Not when she has left. Were the roles reversed and he had gotten a 
restraining order to prevent her from returning home and seeing the children, the 


chances of her resorting to violence would also increase. 


Both sexes harass each other after separation. But women worry more 


whether his phone calls, for example, indicate physical danger. ‘lhe three best 
clues are (1) their personal history of physical violence; (2) how much he feels 
rejected; and (3) whether or not she has taken the children “behind his back.” 

If he has no personal history of physical violence, then she protects herself 
best by negotiating with him (not dictating to him) a specific contract - of times 
to talk, of times when he versus she will have the children. Most men who aren't 


made to feel unilaterally rejected are good about sticking to contracts if they 
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know they are firm and if the woman is sticking to her end of the deal. A contract 
allows him to focus on what he will receive rather than on what he has lost. 


Ir A MAN SLaps A Woman, SHOULD SHE LEAVE Him? 


Since women are more likely to slap men, the question that should be asked is, 
“If your partner slaps you should you leave?” Shelters are only available for 
women and they see the cases that have escalated, therefore they believe, “A 
man who slaps you once will slap you twice, will eventually beat you and batter 
you.” They don’t see that women are twice as likely to be the first ones to slap a 
man before and after a marriage——at the rate of 26 percent before a marriage, as 
we saw above---and that both sexes are less likely to hit each other as a relation- 
ship matures. Nor do they see why violence decreases when it does—-how some 
couples have used the signal of a slap as a sign that the situation is out of control, 
that they need help and, as they're getting help, set firm boundaries: “If it hap- 
pens again, I’m out of here.” 

Walking out doesn’t consider the impact on children of one slap leading to 
the end of life as they knew it. 

The power of a slap across the face from someone we love is not in the phys- 
ical hurt of the slap nearly as much as in the rejection the slap might symbolize. 
If the slap symbolizes a breakdown in the system that has brought us love, it 
might hurt more than a broken nose on the football field that was achieved in the 
process of scoring a touchdown. The issue is not the pain, but the context. 

We have allowed to atrophy the ability of our mind to “contextualize pain.” 
Ellen Langer, a Harvard social psychologist, found that once a person has rein- 
terpreted their pain into a more positive context, they are unlikely to return to the 
original painful context. 

The paradigm shift for domestic violence work in the future, then, is to use 
the slap so that it is eventually contextualized as the start of a better marriage. 


INVENTING THE VICTIM: A STAGE II Luxury 


In Stage II marriages, more people can afford to leave partners who physically 
and psychologically abuse them. They can afford conditional love. And this new 
freedom has spawned whole libraries helping us get in touch with “the victim in- 
side of us” (codependency, addiction, incest, battering, molestation). As the pen- 
dulum swings from “endure anything from anyone” to “sue anyone for anything,” 
we have developed a new industry of competition to be the biggest victim. 
Lawyers and therapists are paid to find victims; when the supply runs short, they 
create them. We are making a transition from a nation who believed, “When the 
going gets tough, the tough get going,” to a nation who believes, “When the go- 
ing gets tough, get a tough lawyer.” 


When it actually pays to be a victim, the pendulum swings from “for better lhl 
or for worse” marriages to “he slapped me, I’m gone” marriages. Which some- 
times means “he slapped me, give me the kids and pay me” marriages. 


THE POLITICS OF ABUSE: THE GREAT INEQUALITY 


In the arena of relationship arguments, women are about as much the masters as 
men are on football fields. But women’s misuse of relationship power is legal; men’s 
misuse of physical power is illegal. The illegality of physical abuse makes men 
more restrained in the use of their physical power than women are in the use of 
their relationship power. This might be called “The Great Inequality.” 

We are now in a bind. We have discovered the need for a two-sex approach 
to domestic violence, but federal and state governments give tax exemptions to 
organizations like the United Way, which fund this feminist, blame-the-male ap- 
proach. It would be naive to think that these interlocking bureaucracies (govern- 
ments, foundations, and feminism) will change by readers passively absorbing 
this information. Politicians must know that when it comes to the assumption of 
men-as-perpetrator, woman-as-victim, their constituencies are in a divided way, 
not a United Way. Foundations must know their tax-exempt status is being called 
into question due to their discrimination against men. They must see copies of 
letters written to Congresspersons and Senators. And be offered solutions. 

If we wish to help men and women to help themselves, I believe we will 
need to do the following: 


e Train equal numbers of male and female counselors (worldwide) to take a 
nonsexist, systems approach to battering-—the approach outlined in Part I. 


¢ Establish Family Communication workshops to be available to everyone, 
without it being associated with domestic violence. A much cheaper in- 
vestment than prisons. 


e Require the police departments to transfer all domestic violence calls to 
a twenty-four-hour domestic violence hotline funded adequately enough 
to send out a man and woman to work with an in-crisis couple. 


e The police are used only when the man or woman desires the police after 
the other alternative is offered. 


a 

¢ Ifthe hotline is used more than once, a user fee must be paid by the cou- 
ple if they do not commit to attend the free Family Communication work- 
shops. 
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ir Is CHEAPER To EMPOWER THAN To IMPRISON 


Can mandatory communication workshops be enforced? Yes. If the first-time 
batterer is given a choice between mandatory arrest or a mandatory communica 
tion workshop. It won't take long for workshops to be fuller and prisons to be 
emptier. ‘laxpayer money will be sowing seeds of love rather than breeding anger 
It is cheaper to empower than it is to imprison. 

In conclusion, when domestic violence is seen as a two-way street, it free: 
us to transfer from a “men must give up their power’ model for treatment to : 
“walk a mile in each other's moccasins” model for treatment. It frees us to focu: 
not on a scapegoat oppressor, but a mutual responsibility dance; not on punish 
ment, but prevention. It frees us not to treat a slap as terminal cancer, but as : 
signal we need to make our love healthier. We have an opportunity to make a par 
adigm shift from the world of victimhood—of learned helplessness defenses 
battered women’s shelters and syndromes, mandatory arrest policies, and re 
straining orders-- to the world of relationship training in elementary school 
workshops on “how to hear criticism” and “how to give criticism”-—-the world o 
redefining love. 


PART IIE 
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Male Bashing 15 ball 
Funny” But Female Bashin 

IS balled exist 


MAN BASHING: TRIVIAL PURSUIT OR A TRUTH 
WITH CONSEQUENCES? 


Man bashers focus on the problems with men and ignore 
the problems of men. ‘They usually become man bashers 
by focusing on the problems of women and blaming 
those problems on men. The combination is misandry. 

-Misandry—or man hating—is the equivalent of 
misogyny. If you are unaware of misandry, welcome to 
the club. Our failure to see it is so complete that even the 





most careful observer of the human vocabulary, Webster's 
Unabridged Dictionary, is blind to it.2 One writer calls misandry “the hate that 
dares us to breathe its name.”? 

Is misandry not acknowledged because it-does not exist? A week after you 
read this chapter, misandry will become apparent in commercials, in films, in 
everyday conversations. But the bias that is hardest to see is the bias we share. 
Even allegedly gender-neutral words like “sexist” imply slights only against 


oan rn 
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Man bashing is not a problem per se. A person who cannot laugh at her- or 
himself has a serious problem. But when one group gets singled out far more of- 
ten than others—whether it be “dumb Poles,” “dumb blondes,” or “corrupt 
lawyers’—then a red flag is sent up. And I find man bashing now runs about 9 to 
1 over woman bashing. As Time magazine puts it, it’s as if “masculinity were a 
bad smell in the room.”4 

The lopsided objectification of a group as the devil always makes us callous 
to its deaths. Men’s life expectancy was one year less than women’s in 1920; to- 
day, it is seven years less,’ yet the federal government has only an Office of Re- 
search on Women’s Health.® It’s part of what leads us to our blindness toward 
domestic violence against men and to caring more about saving whales than 
males. 

On a personal level, man bashing hurts women because it undermines the 
one thing that has most motivated men to work for women and die for women 
throughout history: appreciation. I’ve never seen a greeting card for thank- 
ing mentors, or for thanking volunteer firemen. 


THE DOUBLE STANDARD AND ITS CONSEQUENCES 


‘loday, misandry is also in the double standard of our response: Woman bash- 
ing is a lawsuit; man bashing is a Hallmark card. Public woman bashing is 
illegal; public man bashing is institutionalized. 

Is man bashing less damaging than woman bashing because boys spend a 
lifetime putting each other down? The two are different. When boys put each 
other down, there is an unwritten rule that it goes both ways. Not true when 
women put men down. If she implies he’s inept, it’s a joke; if he implies she’s in- 
ept, it might be a joke, or it might be a “hostile work environment.” If she con- 
siders it a joke at the time, but a year later fails to get promoted, yesterday's joke 
can become tomorrow's lawsuit. And an end to the “joker’s” career. 

A man whose career ends in shame is often a man whose marriage ends, 
which often leads to his children calling him visitor (as in “she has the chil- 
dren . . . he has visitation”). When the U.S. Coast Guard’s top spokesperson, 
Captain Ernie Blanchard, told much less offensive jokes than the ones we'll see 
below, Coast Guard feminists complained. Captain Blanchard apologized. The 
apologies weren't good enough. He was subjected to a criminal probe. He offered 
to resign to spare his family—on the condition the probe would stop. The Coast 
Guard refused. Beside himself, he took his grandfather's Smith & Wesson re- 
volver, pointed it to his head, and shot a bullet through his brains.’ 

Why would the Coast Guard refuse to stop a criminal probe for a joke? Once 
the machinery of a sexual harassment complaint is set into motion, few officers 


or corporate executives have the guts to stop the machinery for fear they'll be- 
come part of the complaint. | 

This double standard ultimately violates women. Mentors have proven cru- 
cial to female success, and women consistently seek male mentors—the higher 
up, the better. But the higher up the man, the farther he has to fall. Sexual ha- 
rassment legislation has left potential mentors increasingly feeling there is a thin 
line between helping a woman advance her career and helping himself hurt his 
career. Mentoring requires intimacy that includes joking, criticism, and time 
alone. A joke that seems safe during the intimacy of mentoring can become a 
lawsuit when the woman being mentored begins to want to create an identity in- 
dependent of the mentor. Then she often goes through a period of rebellion sim- 
ilar to any adolescent trying to create identity. The jokes and intimacies can come 
back to haunt him. Once a man sees this happen to someone in the company, or 
a friend, he thinks twice about being a mentor. Which is why the double stan- 
dard hurts women. 

Misandry’s double standard is also in our language. _ 


DOUBLESPEAK 


When we make positive references, it is politically correct to include women: 
chairman becomes chairperson; spokesman becomes spokesperson; yet when 
the reference is negative, no one cries, “Don’t say gunman, say gunperson.” 

When a wealthy older man marries a younger woman, we say, “He's robbing 
the cradle.” We don't say “She’s robbing the bank.” When Warren Beatty was sin- 
gle, he was called a “womanizer,” as if his women friends were victims; when 
Madonna was single, she was never called a “manizer.” She was called either lib- 
erated or promiscuous. The difference? Neither liberated nor promiscuous sug- 
gests her men friends were victims. The old double standard of labeling women 
promiscuous while suggesting men were sowing their wild oats has reversed it- 
self: Women with many partners are now liberated; their male counterparts, 
womanizers. 

Even self-help writers voice only women’s: complaint that men leave the toi- 
let seat up. No one suggests thanking the man for putting it up so he gets noth- 
ing on it. And no one asks why a woman expects the toilet to always be as 
it is in women’s rooms, and never as half the toilets are in men’s rooms: 
urinals. Why, when a woman enters the picture, do her rules prevail? When she 
doesn’t prevail, why is he criticized—why don’t they compromise? When self- 
help writers help only her, are they really just helping themselves? 

Unfortunately, the strongest opponents .of misogyny are often the greatest 
misandrists. Feminists rightly ask us to reconsider references to women as 
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“baby,” “honey,” “doll,” and “spinster,” but are often the first to call men dead- 
beats, jerks, perverts, macho, rapists, and womanizers. And should a man 
protest, he risks being labeled a wimp, whiner, chauvinist, or misogynist. The 
quotes later in the chapter, from feminists like Gloria Steinem and Andrea 
Dworkin, novelists like Marilyn French, journalists like former New York Times 
columnist Anna Quindlen, and from former Congresswomen like Barbara Jordan 


are all examples of misandry from opponents of misogyny. 


HAVEN’T MEN ALWAYS DISHED IT OUT? 
WHY CAN’T THEY TAKE IT? 


When man bashing first appears on someone's radar screen, it is almost always 
dismissed as a.function of the pendulum swinging too far—from woman bashing 
to man bashing. Not true. Comics like Dagwood have portrayed man-as-fool 
since the 1920s. Prior to the women’s movement, shows like The Three_Stooges 
made a joke of both verbal and physical man bashing. In The Honeymooners, the 
louder Ralph Kramden said “One of these days, pow, right in the kisser,” or “To 
the moon, Alice,” the farther he would fall. Every Honeymooners episode followed 
this formula—or Ralph’s fall from man-as-boastful-jerk to the rediscovery of the 
greater superiority and wisdom of his wife. Only he was wrong; only he apolo- 
gized. 

On the other.hand, shows like I Love Lucy mocked both sexes for the ex- 
cesses of their sex role. And still others idealized both sexes’ role (from the Father 
Knows Best image of masculinity to the “motherhood-and-apple-pie” image of I 
Remember Mama). 

In the past, when either sex deviated from its role, it was a target of epithets. 
A woman was cheap, easy, promiscuous, a bitch; a man was a jerk, asshole, bas- 
tard, motherfucker, faggot. I am not aware of any time in the past in which men 
were not also the subject of ridicule. Feminists, though, have specialized in un- 
covering only the ridicule against women, making the pendulum appear to have 
been off balance, thus justifying man bashing as returning to balance. 

Now the pendulum is off to one side. While epithets against women can end 
a man’s career track, epithets against men can begin a career track for writers of 
cards, comedies, cartoons, and commercials. 


ARE MEN CALLED JERKS BECAUSE MEN ARE JERKS? 


A study of thousands of commercials found that if both sexes appeared in the 
commercial but only one was portrayed asa jerk, it was the man who was the jerk 
100 percent of the time.’ 


Would men be called jerks less often if they were jerks less often? Yes and no. IN 
Men are jerks more often in part because they take risks more often. A woman 
who doesn't receive a call from a man for a long time after a date often calls her 
woman friend and they both label him a “jerk.” No one asks why she’s ex- 
pecting him to make the call. He doesn’t call her a jerk if she doesn't call him. 

Suppose he promised to call? That’s part of their lopsided expectations— 
that he will make the promise to do something, not she. Those expected to take 
most of the risks, make most of the promises, do most of the performing, are 
most often called a jerk when they fail. When they do it.perfectly, they're a hero. 
A jerk is a potential hero who messes it up along the way. Women who re- 
peatedly fall in love with jerks have usually fallen in love with risk-takers rather 
than take the risks themselves. 

Does man bashing make women believe men are getting worse even in areas 
in which they are improving? Yes. Remember how we saw in the chapter on 
housework that even though men were doing much more housework, women be- 
lieved they were doing less?? The only thing consistent with that belief was the 
male-bashing headlines about men and housework. 


Obviously, something deeper is going on to generate this anger. 


WHY ARE WOMEN SO ANGRY AT MEN? 


The anger from women to men that we'll see below can easily make us feel angry 
toward women. But understanding what creates that anger, and what can be 
done to change what creates it provides more compassion toward women, and is 
far more productive to loving each other. Both for ourselves and our children. 

Are women angry because they're powerless, and anger is the way the pow- 
erless are heard? Yes and no. Never in history has any large single group of people 
had; on the surface, more options, wealth, education, personal power, privilege, 
and respect than women in middle- and upper-middle-class industrialized soci- 
eties today. And never has stich a large group been so angry. Why? 

Until recently, there was no social permission for divorce. Marriage guaran- 
teed for a lifetime meant economic security guaranteed for a lifetime. Any man 
who didn’t provide that was ostracized, ridiculed, or ignored. Black men, Indian 
men, homeless men, and gay men have the toughest time among American 
males. And they all have something in common: They do not ners an economic 
security blanket for women. í 

Divorce altered the economic relationship between. men and women, and, 
therefore, the psychological relationship between men and women. When di- 
vorce was not permitted, men’s addiction to sex and the twenty-year-old woman 
worked for her—the addiction made him agree to support her for a lifetime; the 
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taboo on divorce made him stick to his agreement. When the taboo on divorce 
weakened and she was forty, his addiction to the twenties worked against her. 
She felt disposable. 

While this was true for all divorced women, the more beautiful the woman 
was when she was younger, the more she had been treated like a celebrity what 
I call a “genetic celebrity.” ‘he more she had been a genetic celebrity, the more 
likely she was to feel anger as age brought feelings of invisibility in the beauty 
contest of everyday life in which she used to be the winner. 

Many divorced women with children feel they are not being treated as a 


woman, but as a package deal: a woman with children. A woman friend of mine 


deeply loved a man, but he was supporting his ex and their children and was al- 


ready working more than he wanted. When he saw my woman friend's guilt 
about not spending more time with her children, he became afraid marriage 
would lead to her quitting work as his previous. wife had. Thus he would never 
commit. My woman friend broke up with him and, after that, I noticed she 
would often make digs at men--- digs that never quite disappeared. 

Feminism had a powerful effect on helping women become stronger, more 
independent. But it had almost no impact on the type of man a woinan would 
find suitable if she did marry. In workshops, when I ask women, “On your 
wedding day, did you believe the man you married would consistently 
earn less than you?” almost no woman says “yes.” That is, almost every 
woman who marries still believes her future husband will earn equal to or more 
than she. If she feels-he doesn’t “have potential,” she might have sex with him, 
might even live with him, but rarely marries him. Why? i 

This evolved as part of women’s historic and biological obligation to find a 
good provider and protector, not just for themselves, but for their children. Her 
search for a successful man was her first step to becoming a responsible mother. 
But women’s biology, like men’s, created a barrier to our struggle not to treat each 
other as objects. Men treated women as sex objects; women treated men as suc- 
cess objects. Feminism confronted men’s addiction to women as “sex objects,” 
but no one confronted women’s addiction to men as “success objects.” 

So worldwide, women are still set up with “Fhe Princess Diana Fantasy.” 
President Clinton made clear the problem with the male fantasy, but no one 
asked Monica to re-examine the problem with the female fantasy. Which is . . . ? 

When two-and-a-half-billion people, mostly women, are comparing their 
own lives to that of the future Princess Diana as they watch the UV broadcast of 


her marrying the prince, more than a few are likely to find their own lives disap- 


pointing. When 25 million American women!’ read an average of twelve ro- 
g 8 


mance novels per month, !! often with Bridges of Madison County -type themes of 


married moms being swept away by roving Clint Eastwoods, again, more than a 1 
few are likely to find their own lives disappointing. 

Even in the late ‘60s, the National Longitudinal Survey found that 70 per- 
cent of younger women believed they would not be working at age thirty-five, yet 
when they actually reached age thirty five, more than 70 percent-of them were 
working.'* These women’s dreams, of being swept away, had heen swept away. This 
created disappointment and anger. | 

‘Then, when women like Diana, who do marry the prince, are themselves 
disappointed, and that disappointment resonates with her own, and men are not 
offering their perspective, marital problems become interpreted as problems of 
women, with men. 

Women's greater-than-ever wealth and power fails tq predict happiness, 
then, because it fails to consider disappointed expectations, the hurt and pain of 
being rejected, and the hopelessness many women feel when they have less 
beauty power and more children than they did when they were twenty thus 
making the princes who were interested in her when she had external beauty be 
less interested in her now that she has more internal beauty. 

lhe degree to which we help our daughters resist the temptation to feel en- 
titled to a prince is the degree to which they will feel less angry when the prince 
they marry is half prince and half frog . . . a bit like themselves. When I have 
seen, in my workshops, women without these expectations, or women who can 
see the world from men’s perspectives without denying their own, | see the anger 
soften, and openings for love be created. . 


THE HATRED OF SELF-HATRED 


Every group that hates others usually hates itself. As we look at the variety of 
forms the overt hatred of men takes, it’s important to see that at least some of it 
emanates from self-hatred, even if it is the self-hatred of ‘unrealistic expectations 
unrealized. This is most apparent in the cruelty toward men in ads for products 
that unconsciously imply the woman is not perfect: products like Dict Coke and 
Diet Pepsi, bras, or hair products. 

One Diet Coke ad features a woman knocking out three men, then drinking 
a Diet Coke. No words. End of ad. Another features a woman getting out of her 
car, dumping a man’s belongings in the dirt, stamping on them as he watches, 
getting back into the car, drinking a Diet Coke, and driving off. Again, no words, 
end of ad.” Diet Pepsi ads, all around the world, also foster this viciously anti- 
male theme. 


Maidenform supports the single woman by assuring her there's a better se- 
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lection of lingerie than of men."* An ad for hair products pictures a man as a slave 
at auction, sale priced to the point that “You can't even give him away!”!> 
In each case the company is bonding with women by finding a common en- 
emy: men. It is basically gossip between the company and the woman. (The func- 
tion of gossip is to create an “in-group” bond by creating an “out-group” enemy.) 
The anger gets communicated to men in a myriad of forms, but one of the 
underlying vehicles is “the Sisterhood.” | 


THE SISTERHOOD 


One of the things that most scares men is “the Sisterhood.” Men see it when they 
wander into the card shop, look under the “Love and Friendship” section, and 
see dozens of cards designed for women to send to women, most bashing men, 
and virtually none saying anything loving about men. ‘hey overhear the Sister- 
hood when they sit in a cafe and listen to groups of only women talk, with each 
“he said, I said” seeming to betray an intimacy, to use male-female intimacy to 


create female bonding at the expense of the man. ‘They read it in cartoons. 
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Sally Forth By Greg Howard and Craig MacIntosh 


I've explained in the chapter on getting men to express feelings why, when 


men feel that their most vulnerable moments and intimacies are being shared 


Wi with other women, it feels like “The Worst Infidelity.” like it might feel to a girl in 


high school who finally shared herself sexually only to discover the boy had been Wk 
bragging about it the next day in schaol. Both are experiencing betrayal from 
someone who they trusted with their most vulnerable form of intimacy. 

Female members of Congress formed a sisterhood of “man bashing by fax,” 
faxing to each other man-bashing jokes. Mainstream publications like Newsweek 
felt comfortable reprinting them. Correction. They felt comfortable justifying 
them, as in “Remember Dumb Blonde jokes? Now, . ,. Dumb Men jokes. . . .”! 
Of course, dumb blonde jokes are not the equivalent of dumb men oles be- 
cause only some women are blondes, but men includes all men. (Dumb blonde 
jokes are the equivalent of corrupt lawyer jokes--when we hear dumb blonde we 
think woman; when we hear corrupt lawyer, we think men.) 

Here are a few of the jokes that the female congresswomen circulated that 
were clean enough for Newsweek to publish. These jokes are much crueler than 
the ones that led to feminist complaints about U.S. Coast Guard Captain Blan- 
chard, which led him to commit suicide.'” They were told at the highest levels of 
government, yet no feminists protested. 


¢ What's the difference between government bonds and men? Bonds mature. 


e Why is it a good thing there are female astronauts? So someone will ask di- 
rections if the crew gets lost in space. 


¢ What’s a man’s idea of helping with housework? Lifting his legs so you can 
vacuum. 


Now, if the men in Congress faxed to each other female-bashing jokes, 
would Newsweek publish them with a reverse rationalization, such as, “Go to any 
card store and you'll find cards for women to send to women expressing their 
contempt for men, but no cards for men to express their anger toward women. 
Now, in the halls of Congress, men are also expressing their feelings. Here’s a 
sample of their responses . . . ”? I don’t think so. 

In the chapter on understanding our loved ones, I explain that “walking a 
mile in each other's moccasins” is one of the most effective ways of creating em- 
pathy——it skips past a lot of intellectualization to create empathy on the emo- 
tional level. We do this by reversing roles. Imagine, then, if Congressmen faxed . 
each other these role reversals of the jokes faxed by the Congresswomen. 


e What's the difference between government bonds and women? Older 


bonds don't sag. 


e Why is it a good thing there are female astronauts? Someone complaining 
will make returning home less traumatic. 
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© What’s a woman's idea of helping with finances? Having her credit card 
deht automatically withdrawn from your account. 


If you can feel the contempt in these, and, on the gut level, you feel they 
must be worse than the ones about the men, compare them, one for one. 

If congressional men had circulated these, the Newsweek story would not be 
a justification of the men’s sexism but a condemnation of their sexual harassment. 

It is not fair to suggest, though, that this attitude has trickled down from 
Congresswomen to constituency, but rather that the constituency's attitudes 
have elected the Congresswomen. The evidence for this is most apparent in 
greeting cards hecause women in every walk of life are buying and sending each 
other millions of them. We can’t say the women are being manipulated by adver- 
tisers-—greeting card manufacturers rarely advertise their man-bashing mes- 
sages. So lets look at the greeting card industry as just one case study of the 
messengers of misandry, beginning with one message- If I’m Single, It’s Because 
{here are No Good Men -and what's behind it. 


IF PM SINGLE, IT’S BECAUSE THERE ARE NO GOOD MEN 


A woman who can't find a man can always find a card. 

If she’s single, she can send her other single women friends greeting cards 
that read, “Men: ‘lhe Great Ones are all married, the good ones are all en- 
gaged . . . all that are left are some dinkwads, a bunch of geeks, and a couple of 
slimebuckets.”'® Or “Men are like a box of chocolates . . . Most of them are fruits 
or nuts, and whatever you pick, you'll regret it later.”!? 

Some greeting cards do allow for the possibility of a good man: “What we 
need is a younger man . . . with older money!!”?? If men expected women to be 
young with older money before being eligible, the wedding industry would be out 
of business. Of course, if she were young with older money—then she wouldn't 
need his older money! 

If a couple gets a divorce, we can assure the woman it’s because he’s an old 
fart. “Congratulations on your divorce!! Now you can say ‘Home is where the 
heart is’. . . instead of ‘Home is where the old fart is.'”?! Hopefully, if they get 

‘back together, he won't find the card! 

Suppose your best friend's fiancée has just broken the engagement? Send 
her, “. . . Remember —it's better to have loved and lost . . . than to have actually 
married the bum!”?? 

What, though, if a woman's birthday is reminding her that breaking up may 
be becoming a lifestyle? She can send, “Happy Birthday! Let's get together and 

{74 laugh it up about old boyfriends . . . I just love a wienie roast.”2? Of course, the 





card pictures skewers puncturing wienies. ‘lhe card manufacturer, Maine Line, | 


which is mainstream, features no breast roasts—for “guys who want to throw a 


couple of breasts on the grill.” 

When women create this sisterhood by sending greetings that objectify men 
as jerks and losers, why do they do it? ‘These are self-assurance cards. 'l'hey are 
more assuring than acknowledging, “The Great Ones didn’t choose me to marry 
because I wasn't one of the great ‘ones.” It hurts her less to be rejected by an ob- 
ject—a jerk or a loser—than to acknowledge that “a wonderful man rejected me.” 

Men do the same thing, but in a different way. When a guy fears rejection, 
he may turn a woman into a sex object (“take a look at that broad”). Why? It hurts 
less to be rejected by an object than it does to be rejected by a “bright, gorgeous 
woman who had too much going for her to even look at me.” For both sexes, it 
hurts less to be rejected by an object than by a full human being. 

Because the objectification of men as losers, dogs, jerks, and scum is now 
big business, women have a myriad of choices. The slogan of the greeting card 
industry should be, “No.Good Men, Many Good Cards.” 

Hallmark, Maine Line, and American Greetings are the Holy. ‘lrinity of 
misandry. But, as a Hallmark spokeswoman said to me, “Our cards are very care- 
fully test-marketed. They are neither ahead of their time nor behind their 
time. . . . Greeting cards are the most unself-conscious form of expression.””4 | 
couldn’t agree more. And that’s the problem. Greeting card companies, like the 
Pentagon, are just the weapons manufacturers. Their motivation is to profit from 
women’s need to assure themselves that whatever rejection they may have en- 
countered from a man, it is his fault. 

How well has this worked? And exactly what have they discovered about 
women and men with this test marketing and analysis of what sells and who buys? 


BAD MARK FOR HALLMARK 


When I was young, Hallmark gave words to the love we couldn't express. ‘loday, 
Hallmark also gives words to the hate we can’t express. Fortunately, sales of love 
cards by Hallmark have increased 550 percent since the ’60s.?” Bought mostly by 
women. 

Hallmark gives words not just. to the hate, but also to the hurt women feel 
toward men. It makes the hate and hurt seem like humor and wit, making it eas- 
ier to bond in assurance that the problem is not them, but men. As the card on 
the next page—asking the government to protect women from “the problem’—- 
makes clear. 

Ironically, some of these cards are the creations of a division of Hallmark 
called Ambassador. Ambassador gives us the four stages-of a relationship: “One: 
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Boy meets girl. Two: Boy romances girl. ‘Three: Boy begins acting like jerk. Four: 
Girl runs down boy with steam roller.” ‘he picture? A steam roller crushing a 
man. The punch line? “Don't you love a card with a happy ending?” If Hallmark's 
Ambassadors have their own steam rollers, just imagine their military. 
Hallmark's military is its Shoebox division. It specializes in the man-bashing 
cards. Here are three of a dozen similar examples of the way the Shoebox division 
describes men: “If they can make penicillin out of moldy cheese . . . maybe we can 


66 


make men out of the low-lifes in this town;” “You're better off when the turkey’s 
gone” and “If men are God's gift to women, then God must really love gag gifts.”?” 

- The Shoebox division calls itself “A Tiny Little Division of Hallmark.” They 
were tiny when they started in 1986. But man bashing was so popular by 1998 
the Shoebox division was Hallmark’s largest selling division. Twe hundred fifty 
million dollars a year cashing in mostly on women’s anger toward men. The “tiny 
little” division grew so quickly that Shoebox is now the most recognizable name 
in the greeting card industry after Hallmark itself.2* It is hard to overstate the 
fame or profit in misandry. 


li Where can you find these man-hating cards? Try the “Love and Friendship” 


section. A bit like calling the Pentagon the U.S. Government's “Love and Friend- IT] 
ship” building. And that symbolizes the problem. When we call anger and objec- 
tifying “love and friendship” we put sheepskin over the wolf. This is not just 
denial. Denial is saying we don’t have a problem. “Love and friendship” poses as 

the solution. When the problem is posing as the solution we have a problem. 

The problem runs deeper because it is part of a pattern. Calling itself a “Tiny 
Little Division” when it is the largest selling division is part of a female pattern of 
denying one’s power. When you have great power and are calling it “tiny” and “lit- 
tle,” and great hatred and calling it “love and friendship,” there is not just a prob- 
lem with self, but a danger to others. This understating of personal power is the 
female portion of the female-male dance. 

The male pattern is the overstating of their power. Only men would call it 
power to be the only group required to register for the draft, or to feel obligated 
to earn money someone else spends while they die sooner. Men are the only 
group that would endure misandry for thirty years and not have a word for it. 

The male and female problem combined creates the irony of the male- 
female dance—that women’s strength is their facade of weakness, and men’s 
weakness is their facade of strength. 

Does Shoebox have greeting cards for men to send? Well, sort of . .. A man 
can send a woman a card of a boy (not a man) saying, “Being humble and apolo- 
getic does not come easy for me. . . . Unfortunately, being stupid does. Please 
forgive me.””? I asked Hallmark if they had an equivalent card for women—with 
the woman saying it was not easy for her to be humble and apologetic, but easy 
for her to be stupid. No such card.*° 

There is a conflict between Hallmark's medium and Hallmark's message. 
The message says it is hard for men to be humble and apologetic. Yet Hallmark 
has found a market only among men to send cards saying they are stupid (an act 
of humility), and apologizing. If it were really hard for men to do this, there 
would be no market. If it were easier for women to do this, Hallmark would have 
found a market for cards for women to send men saying they are stupid, asking 
for forgiveness, and acknowledging that humility does not come easily to her. 

Hallmark has found what no one else is willing to admit: Men refuse to buy 
cards putting women down, but are willing to buy cards asking for forgiveness 
and blaming themselves; women do buy cards putting men down, but are un- 
willing to buy cards asking for forgiveness and blaming themselves. 

Another card company, though, does provide a card for a woman with some 
remorse to send a man. The card shows a picture of a woman saying, “Thinking 
of you. . . . Wish you would change.”?! 

The second biggest offender among greeting card companies is Maine Line. 
They have cards in which women send each other resumes, like “I should have 
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been a proctologist . .. I meet so many assholes”? and “. . . looking for a man 
who's your intellectual equal . . . fat chance.”? Women’s security in their one- 
upswomanship seems to be revealed in a new discovery, which has apparently al- 
lowed women to have access to men’s brain power in addition to their own. How? 
“When you unzip a man’s pants . . . his brains fall out.”34 

And it’s Maine Line we have to thank for encouraging violence against men 
with, “My gynecologist laughed when I told him how bitchy I get during my pe- 
riod . . . so I shot him,”*° or the birthday card that pictures skewers puncturing 
wienies (“Let's get together and laugh it up about old boyfriends . . . I just love a 
wienie roast.”2°) 

American Greetings’ most famous man-bashing card is the one celebrating 
the serial killers Thelma and Louise, which we'll see later in the context of the 
celebration of the deaths of men. 

Greeting cards, though, are but one example-of the messengers of misandry. It 
is the variety of messages and messengers that give us evidence of the degree to 
which the hatred toward men has insinuated itself into the fabric of the country. 


THE ONLY GOOD MAN IS A DEAD MAN 


Item. When Valerie Solanas attempted to kill Andy Warhol, she pointed a gun at 
his chest and said, “You're not going to control me anymore,” then shot him through 
the chest. Andy lived but was never the same. Ms. Solanas wrote of her plan to 
kill men in The SCUM Manifesto. SCUM stood for Society for Cutting Up Men. 


Item. Roseanne Barr of Roseanne announces a headline, “Utah Wife Stabs 
Husband 37 Times.” Her commentary: “I admire her restraint.”*’ 


Item. An eight-year-old boy makes a crude remark to an eight-year-old girl. The 
female principal arranges to have the janitor walk in and place a knife on her 
desk as she threatens to cut off his penis.28 


Tell him to take gas. I'm serious. You open the oven door like this and 
you say: “Michael, take gas.” 
| Aunt advising bride-to-be how to handle 
husband if the marriage isn't going well by the 
honeymoon. Scene from the film, True Love. 


For the first time in my life I had crippled a man. . . . It felt absolutely 
wonderful. . . . I found my spare flashlight and started taking notes on 
the joys of making men writhe in pain and beg for mercy. 

An article on self-defense for women in Ithaca Times, May 26, 1994. 


I want to see a man beaten to a bloody pulp with a high-heel shoved in 
his mouth, like an apple in the mouth of a pig. 
‘ANDREA DWORKIN, 


~ leading feminist speaker on college lecture circuit, 
from her book, Ice and Fire 


Note that the final quote is by Andrea Dworkin, whose hatred toward men 
is expressed in her novels via certain characters who, as she openly explains, rep- 
resent her personal perspectives.*? Gloria Steinem says of Andrea Dworkin, “In 
every century, there are a handful of writers who help the human race to evolve. 
Andrea is one of them.” Don’t we have a name for people who advocate the 
death of one group so the human race can “better evolve”? 

The deeper problem here is that advocates of the death of men are increas- 
ingly becoming mainstream. Andrea Dworkin has been given mainstream credi- 
bility by repeated reviews and coverage in The New York Times, as the next 
chapter describes. Obviously Roseanne and Gloria Steinem are mainstream. Af- 
ter Valerie Solanas shot Andy Warhol, I was astonished to go to a movie theater, 
watch a biography of Andy Warhol, and see her be promoted to the level of cred- 
ible commentator on Andy Warhol's life and art. Cartoons of the type that used 
to appear in women’s magazines (like the cartoon below, of a man killing himself) 
are now appearing not only in mainstream magazines, but in perhaps the most 
mainstream magazine appealing to sophisticated, literary intellectuals in the 


world, The New Yorker:*! 





“Well, finally—a man who gets it?” 
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Perhaps a dozen mainstream films during the late ’80s and '90s had one 
theme in common: Men are insufferable; the only way to change them is to kill 
them, or at least give them a near-death experience. I am unaware of a single film 
with the same theme about a woman. When women’s lives are threatened by 
men (women-in-jeopardy films), the film is about trying to save the woman, of- 
ten with innocent men dying so she isn't hurt, (as wè will see in the next chap- 
ter). But the theme common to the following films is that men’s deaths and near 
deaths are considered not a source of jeopardy, but a source of self-improvement! 
Check out the following on video. 

In Switch, death transforms insensitive men into caring men; in Ghost, 
Patrick. Swayze improves with death, as does Albert Brooks in Defending Your 
Life. In Regarding Henry, brain damage “kills” the arrogance of an attorney and 
transforms him into a caring attorney; in Doctor, cancer “kills” the arrogant doc- 
tor and transforms him into a caring doctor; in Doc Hollywood, it takes a car ac- 
cident and a woman. In Robin Hood, it takes the combination of war and his 
father being hung to jolt Costner’s character into “killing” his spoiled nobleman 
past and saving the poor whose potential had been repressed. 

Not all films portraying men being killed portray the killing.as literal. In The 
First Wives’ Club, women joyfully kill the men financially, or destroy their repu- 
tations, or poison a dad’s relationship with his children. ` 

If the immoral, uncaring man does not have to experience a loss of life, he 
has to get a clear message about the incontrovertible loss of someone he loves. In 
Liar, Liar, Jim Carrey’s character, the liar/lawyer, had to see that his son would be 
lost to him forever if he told one more lie. 

On a metaphorical level, these films show the man “killing” the career that 
killed the feeling side of him. On a metaphorical level this is positive. Why? A 
man makes a transition from a Stage I man, focused only on survival, to a Stage 
II man who balances survival responsibilities with self-fulfillment by, in a sense, 
“killing” (metaphorically speaking), the man who must sacrifice his soul to create 
everyone else's option to discover theirs. 

However, something is left out. In none of these films does a woman relieve 
a man of the role of either financial protector or physical protector. In fact, the 
man just becomes a different type of protector. The lawyer now saves the people 
he used to hurt as a lawyer; the doctor becomes a better savior of the patients 
toward whom he used to be callous; Robin Hood saves the poor rather than ex- 
ploiting the poor. This looks good in theory; but, until we see a woman requiring 
herself to make sacrifices that free the man to help the poor outside his family, 
he will be preoccupied with being certain he keeps his own family from becom- 


ing poor. Men and women are a.team; and their relationship, a dance. 





The same applies to the sexual dance. In Switch, every few scenes blames W 
the ad executive for taking sexual initiatives toward women in inappropriate 
ways. But none of the women take responsibility for taking their own initiatives 
(and risking the rejection that comes with it). Again, there are plenty of films 
showing women taking sexual initiatives, but almost none showing women ac- 
knowledging they have an obligation to share the responsibility for initiating. 
Treating a woman as liberated because she takes a sexual initiative-by option is 
like treating a man as a chef because he is cooking by option even as his wife is 
cooking by expectation and being taken for granted. 

Whether-in work or play, we can’t “kill” the Stage I man until both sexes are 
doing the Stage II dance. | 

Women’s declaration of independence is not a bloodless revolution. In 
Thelma & Louise, the death of men is a byproduct of women’s independence. In 
contrast, when men strike out independently, as in City Slickers, they do not kill 
women either literally or figuratively, but discover how wonderful women are. 

The National Organization for Women (NOW) singled out Thelma & Louise 
to celebrate at its twenty-fifth national convention, even featuring T-shirts saying 
“Thelma and Louise Finishing School.”*? The keynote speakers, Gloria Steinem 
and early feminist activist Flo Kennedy, dubbed themselves “the Thelma and 
Louise of the ’70s.” Had ‘I'helma and Louise been men, they would have been 
called serial killers. 

As a person who served three years on the board of directors of NOW in 
New York City, I know NOW leadership is not made up of serial killers. But the 
anger toward men can hardly be overstated, and the nature of that anger is al- 
most perfectly stated in the combination of the films Thelma & Louise and The 
First Wives’ Club (The First Wives’ Club had not been released by the time of the 
twenty-fifth NOW Convention). 

‘Thelma’s and Louise’s journey is the cinematic version of Smart Women, 
Foolish Choices. Their journey takes them from macho-jerk-husband to leering 
boss to a man who's afraid of commitment to an obnoxious would-be rapist to a 
tongue-wagging truck driver to a gentle-appearing stud who liberates Thelma 
sexually but also steals every penny she has (message: If you “let yourself go” with 
a man, he'll rob you clean). In brief, what was being praised as the female jour- 
ney of liberation was a lineup of excuses for women to kill, maim, or wreak havoc 
on the lives of men. 

No one litany of bad men, though, can possibly match all the bad experi- 
ences of the women at the NOW convention. Thelma & Louise handles this bril- 
liantly. Throughout the movie, we are teased with an Evil Man for All Seasons. 
who did something so terrible to Louise that she can’t talk about it. This mystery 
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` creates sort of a Rorschach inkblot from which the audience can imagine all the 


potential evils. men could perpetrate that would “force a woman to have to kill 
men.” l 

‘his Evil Man for All Seasons represents not just Everyman, but the terror in 
Everywoman. Ít is imperative that this image be seen as terrorizing a woman so 
deeply she cannot be expected to report her traumas to the police, creating the 
rationale for crimes against women to have no statute of limitations. This Man 
Who Has ‘lerrorized Everywoman allows every woman to violate every man and 
still come out the victim. This is key to the filin, and why it was no coincidence it 
was chosen as the film to celebrate at the twenty-fifth NOW Convention. 

Unfortunately, the male-bashing journey of Thelma & Louise contained a 
warning not heeded by NOW. It took ‘Thelma and Louise over a cliff. 

One note here. Some feminists say the fuss over Thelma & Louise is ridicu- 
lous because men kill all the time. Yes. Men kill nen. If they kill women, they are 
the villains, not heroes. At men’s liberation conferences, men do not cheer 
men who kill women, men kill men who kill women. And routinely die do- 
ing it. In fact, men sacrificing their lives to save women from being killed by men 
is the theme common to women-in-jeopardy films. But there is more than one 
way of killing a man. 

The First Wives’ Club represents a second way of killing men killing them 
financially, alienating their children from them, ruining their reputations, de- 
stroying their careers. 

The First Wives’ Club portrays three scorned women and a daughter collud- 
ing to “vaporize” their men, to “make them not just suffer, but make them suffer 
over and over again,” to wipe out their businesses and rob their homes, to “de- 
stroy them, then declare world peace.” It used upper-middle-class white women . 
just as Waiting to Exhale used upper-middle-class black women and Thelma & 
Louise used middle-class white women to symbolize the -plight of all women 
whose dream of being swept away was swept away. All of these women felt justi- 
fied destroying the lives of the men by whom they felt rejected, and destroying a 
few men in general just to make a broader point. 

The scary part of The First Wives’ Club is its popularity among everyday 
women: On its opening weekend, one third of all moviegoers in America at- 
tended The First Wives’ Club. Most were women or men brought by women. 
When men say, “Hell hath no fury like a woman scorned,” it’s called sexism. But 
when women cheer at a movie of scorned women ruining men, it is called Hol- 
lywood Comedy. And in real life, when Betty Broderick, the La Jolla socialite who 
felt rejected when her ex-husband married a- younger woman, shot and killed 


both her ex-husband and his younger second wife as they slept in their bed, her 





crime received the real-life support of feminists, first wives, and the media.43 ` 
That’s what's scary. 

The problem is, failed marriages hurt both sexes. For each forty-year-old 
wife turned in for two twenties, there is a forty-year-old husband caught between 
a sexless marriage and his moral scruples; or a husband desperately seeking un- 
derstanding for his fears of being disposable if he isn’t an adequate success. 

For each first wife who loses income, there is a second wife who gains in- 
come: for each first husband who loses his home and his children, there is a sec- 
ond wife who struggles with a man who has a depleted bank account and a 
broken heart, or there is a woman who rejects that man because of his depleted 
bank account or his broken heart. 

For each first wife left with inadequate income, there is a dad driving a cab 
for seventy hours a week or collecting garbage in the hope that his children can 
have a better life than he, that his wife can have a home more pleasant than his 
garbage truck. When such a husband is then criticized for working late, and one 
day comes home to a note saying his wite has left and taken their children, bis 
life feels meaningless and the women’s crisis centers do not invite his call. 

For each single mother who is juggling children, a job, and unpaid child sup- 
port, there is a single dad who has seen his marriage become alimony payments, 
his home become his ex-wife’s home but his mortgage payments, their children’ 
become child support checks for children who have been psychologically turned 
against him. 

For each woman faced with a deadbeat dad, there is a desperate dad a dad 
desperate to love his children, but told that if he comes any closer, she will ac- 
cuse him of being a child molester or a wife beater. * 

Instead of seeing both sexes’ perspectives, though, even female-positive ther- 
apists are often surprised at women’s anger toward men. For example, Dan Kiley, 
the author of ‘The Peter Pan Syndrome and Wendy's Dilemma, startled’ himself 
when, to an audience of several hundred Midwestern women, he was explaining 
research showing that men who are excessively self-involved are six times more 
likely to die of coronary heart disease than men who are not, and four hundred 
women erupted into applause and cheers.“ 

In his private practice, Kiley sees how this hatred of men translates into wives’ 
death wishes toward their husbands. One woman secretly wishes her husband's 
plane would crash during one of his business trips. And “Another, when J noted 
that her workaholic hushand might be heading for a heart attack, simply smiled.” 

As we have seen, insensitivity to men's deaths is now the law in female-only 
legislation such as Violence Against Women Acts and male-only draft registra- 


tion; it is now psychology in battered women’s syndromes; it is now government 
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bureaucracy in offices of research only for women’s health; it is now a greeting 
card which, like the one below, reflects an underlying attitude toward men that 
can at best be described as half entitlement and half benign neglect. 


Mommy, 
how come men 
usually die before 
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MEN AS MORALLY INFERIOR TO WOMEN 


t 


I believe that women have a capacity for understanding and 
compassion which a man structurally does not have, because he 
cannot have it. He's just incapable of it. 


BARBARA JORDAN, 
former U.S. Congresswoman, 


and Ethics Adviser to former Governor of Texas, Ann Richards 


If I were a man, I would strenuously object to the assumption that 
women have any moral or spiritual superiority as a class. This 
is... female chauvinism. .. . 


BETTY FRIEDAN, 
author of The Feminine Mystique, from her It Changed My Life. 


I am often asked whether the feminist movement is doing more, or less, man 
1{)4 bashing than it used to. The direction can he seen in the contrast between the 





above two quotes: The founder of the U.S. women’s movement, Betty Friedan, Ih 
warns against depicting women as morally superior;*® a more recent leader advo- 

cates for the depiction of women as morally-superior. And Barbara Jordan was not 

just afeminist leader, but a Democratic Party keynote speaker at the 92 National 
Convention.” The moral superiority of women is an argument that has many 
proponents in the academic community, the most prominent of whom is Carol 
Gilligan of Harvard. 

Ironically, the feminists most likely to tout women as biologically more com- 
passionate are the ones least likely to show compassion. 

The power of women to take the moral high road is perhaps best stated by 
novelist Anita Brookner in Lewis Percy: “He came, of course, as a suppliant, 
knowing himself to be deeply in the wrong . . . wrong in the way that men have 
always felt themselves to be in the light of a woman's accusatory disap- 
proval. . . .”8 i 

The best way to take the moral high road is to define morality. Let's see. We 
have men’s area of addiction: women as sex objects. And women’s area of addic- 
tion: men as success objects. When a woman marries a doctor or a millionaire, 
we congratulate her. But in men’s area of addiction, sex, well, there is no arena in 
which we have been more judgmental than sex. We are taught that sex is 
“dirty’-—as in dirty jokes, pornography, infidelity, and X-rated; as in letting our 
children watch a Western in which men kill each other, but would turn the TV 
off if they were watching a man and woman make love with each other in the 
nude. 

Our sons no sooner get that “sex is dirty” than we announce they're the ones 
expected to initiate the dirt. As we're doing this, we teach our daughters, “Beware 
of boys, they're after only one thing.” In contrast, we don’t tell our sons, “Beware 
of girls, they just want a free dinner and drinks.” Feeding the girl’s addiction is 
not considered immoral—we even give our sons ideas of how to earn money to 
give the girl what she wants. This is the beginning of our sons internalizing their 
own moral inferiority, shame, guilt, and feelings that women are better, purer, 
and more innocent than they. | 

As a rule, since men want this “shameful” sex more than women, men often 
feel they are “in the light of a woman's accusatory disapproval.” Advertisers then 
reinforce this mistrust of men. Try on Lady Foot Locker. Two women, laughing 
in Sisterhood, one saying, “I love men . . . I drink with men .. . I eat lunch with 
men... Occasionally, I everi listen to men . . . but I trust women.”*? Unstated 
message? You can't trust a man. Trust Lady Foot Locker. 

Vick’s Nyquil portrays a woman suffering. A man is able to help her. He” 
smiles. He does nothing. Unstated message? You can't trust a man. Trust Nyquil. 

When a film exploits men’s moral inferiority, it can reasonably hope for at- 
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tention well beyond its budget. No film was better at this exploitation than In the 
Company of Men, and although it had a budget that would normally have led to 
mainstream media neglect, the New York Times and other mainstream media 
brought it to national attention. 

In the Company of Men would more appropriately have been called In the 
Company of Men Behaving Badly. Or Men as Morally Insidious Sociopaths. Allow 
me to share my experience, then check out the video to see if yours matches. 

As the credits were rolling my stomach was churning. Not a single woman 
exiting In the Company of Men was speaking with even a tinge of warmth toward 
her male partner. Women in all-female contingents were laying into man-as- 
bastard in voices easy to hear. l 

In the lobby, I notice two women who had stopped to read the movie review. 
I réad it with them. As they finish, I gently asked what they thought of the movie. 
Their bodies shuddered in disgust; they mumbled, “Men.” Without embarrass- 
ment, they turned their backs and left. | 

I was shaken. I decided to walk it off. After a light bite, I wandered into a 


bookstore. ‘There were the two women. My first thought-—“Maybe now’s a better 


time” —-was canceled by a deeper fear: “Stalker.” I left. I felt like a black man at 
the turn of the century in the deep South approaching the wrong restroom. 

The film packs this wallop by portraying two men filled with hatred toward 
women (“Women . . . they're meat, gristle, hatred—they’re all the same”). Each 
is portrayed as hurt by a woman. ‘They conspire revenge. 

So far, itsa touch of The First Wives’ Club, but in the company of men. But 
the response is 180-degrees different. The First Wives’ Club drew approximately 
half of all the opening weekend female moviegoers in America to cheer the “va- 
porization’” of the husband-as-bastard. In In the Company of Men, no one cheers 
on men to hurt the woman; we all fear a woman being hurt. 

In In the Company of Men, the target is Christine, the personification of vul- 
nerability: deaf, innocent, beautiful, young, female. Her deafness has made men 
neglect her romantically, so the men plot to separately but simultaneously court 
her, send her flowers, confess love, then coldly drop her and -laugh' as she 
“reaches for the sleeping pills.” . 

Christine’s sweetness courts the audience and . . . uh-oh . . . even the men. 
We watch even Chad, the ringleader who has thus far come across as an impov- 
erished blend of lago and Manson, as he softens, weakens, and falls in love. We 
(the audience) feel Chad becoming a “new person.” 

Christine returns Chad’s love. I can feel my heart attached to their attach- 
ment. And then, suddenly, Chad grabs her face, mockingly tells her it’s all a 


_ game, that he just wanted to hurt her. He haughtily exits the bedroom. ‘lhe au- 


dience realizes that we, like Christine, have been sucked in by Chad's pretenses W 
of love. | 

Women in the audience have just heard Chad give Christine virtually every 
loving assurance a man ever gave them. It is the actual feeling of having been 
sucked in (once again) that emotionally seals their feelings of identity with 
Christine-as-victim and Chad-as-evil personified (or is it Man personified?). 

~ It is still possible, though, for some social worker somewhere to have the 
slightest compassion for Chad, remembering it was his woman friend who left 
him, remembering he had confessed he was hurt. So how does the film erase the 
trace of sympathy? Chad admits he was lying about his woman friend having left 
him. Then we meet his woman friend. She is loving, trusting, unsuspecting. She 
naively feels she knows Chad. She is Everywoman. Meet Everyman. 

So what's the point? When a man says he’s been hurt, be suspicious. His 
pleas for compassion are the bait and women are just the fish. Proof? ‘The film 
waxes on about how men love fishing because it gives them a thrill to exercise 
their power (by killing the unsuspecting fish who believe in your kindness). Why 
does a man do this? In the film’s words, he does it because he can. Because he 
has the power. In brief, any woman who listens to a man is like a naive, innocent, 
trusting fish who will soon be tuna fish on a man’s sandwich. 

But can't we portray men this way because men do have the money and the 
power—and because so many of society's problems are caused by men? Let's see 
now. Didn't Nazis feel that Jews had the money and the power and that so many 
of society's problems were caused by Jews? No film could portray women, Jews, 
or African Americans this way and receive a positive review by people as con- 
scious of discrimination as those at The New York Times. 


MEN AS COMPLETELY INFERIOR TO WOMEN 


Men have only two faults: Everything they say and everything they do. 
Post-lts™, 
by 3M Corporation 


_.When The Economist evaluated men, it did so in an article titled “Ihe ‘lrou- 
ble with Men.” A sample: “The next generation does not need the current crop of 
men to be carrying around their sperm all the time. A clean, well-run sperm 
bank, regularly topped off, would be just as good—and would dispense with 
men’s unfortunate social side-effects.” 

Although “men’s unfortunate social side effects” include building the of- 
fices, computers, and presses by which The Economist is published, and dispos- 
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ing of every employee's bodily and office wastes, neither The Economist nor other 
books claiming an economic evaluation of men, such as Dr. June Stephenson's 
Men are Not Cost-Effective,>! acknowledge any of that. Rather, the conclusion of 
poor cost-effectiveness comes from evaluating what is described in its subtitle: 
Male Crime in America. As if men’s only side effect was crime, and as if all men 
were criminals. 

Some books are even less subtle. Try Why I Hate Men,?? or No Good Men.” 
No Good Men was published by Simon & Schuster, one of the world’s most suc- 
cessful publishers. When No Good Men was successful, the author asked about 
publishing No Good Women. No way. No audience. 

The cover of No Good Men was clear. 





Again, rather than intellectualizing, feel the disgust you experience when 


you witness these equivalent role-reversal book covers I have created as a parody 


of No Good Men.** 


NO GOOD BLACKS 
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During periods in our history, the No Good Blacks cover would not have cre- 
ated that feeling of disgust. Why does it now? African-Americans refused to sit 
in the back of our buses. In Nazi Germany, No Good Jews would also not have 
catalyzed the disgust you doubtless just felt. We might think the difference in our 
reaction has to do with the perception of men as all-powerful, but it was exactly 
that perception of Jews that led to the passive acceptance of such slurs in Nazi 
Germany. Then we waited for the consequences of that unconsciousness before 
we created a new consciousness. 


“ALL MEN ARE RAPISTS, AND THAT’S ALL THEY ARE” 


All men are rapists, and that's all they are. 


MARILYN FRENCH, 
The Women’s Room, in the New York Times, December 27, 1987. 


Imagine Jay Leno joking that a rapist was being used by the thirteen-year-old 
girl he raped. Would he draw stunned silence, laughter, or boos? 

In reality, Jay Leno jokes that Kay LeTourneau, then a thirty-nine-year-old 
female teacher who committed statutory rape on her thirteen-year-old student, 
was really being used by the boy—to get into R-rated movies.” Is this just a joke, 
or part of an attitude with consequences for the boy? Well, the raped boy was ini- 
tially required by the courts to pay child support. 

There is no man bashing more vicious than expanding the definition of 
rape so virtually every heterosexual man is a rapist. A Ms.-sponsored study— 
which the mass media widely quoted as saying that 25 percent of all women were 
raped by the time they were in college—used this question to reach the 25 percent 
figure®: 
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Have you given in to sexual intercourse when you didn't want to because you 
were overwhelmed by a man’s continual arguments and pressure? 


Notice that these women did not define themselves as raped, just as verbally 
“overwhelmed.” Ms. and the media translated this into rape. As for these women, 


42 percent said they had sex with these men one or more times after this (the 


mean was 2.02 times).>’ 


In essence, we tell our sons their job is to sell themselves, and then we label 
them rapists when they sell themselves—if the “buyer” has remorse. 

When I conduct role-reversal dates in my workshops and invite the women 
to initiate, they too begin to “sell” themselves. Why? The better the initiator 
sells, the shorter the period of potential rejection. When they choose a guy 
who is not attracted to them and persuade him to go further than he really would 
have preferred, I don't call the women rapists. I try to make it a learning experi- 
ence for both sexes, not a potential prison term for women who overdo the as- 
signment. The solution, of course, is to socialize both sexes to share the 
expectation of taking sexual risks. Then we'll do less accusing and more appreci- 
ating. 


CASTRATION 


We live in an era when “First World” feminists protest female circumcision in 
Africa, while at the same time laughing when Lorena Bobbitt chops off John 
Wayne Bobbitt’s penis and tosses it into an open field. | 

However, this double standard exists not only among feminists. When I dis- 
cussed Lorena Bobbitt on the Maury Povitch show, the audience (about 80 per- 
cent women) sided with the feminist version of, “This sends a message to men.” 
When I reminded the audience that most men who have extramarital affairs have 
it with a woman, and asked whether they wish to send a message to men that if 
their wife has an affair it’s fine to cut off her clitoris (the female equivalent of a 
penis), throw it in a field, and wait for the jokes on Leno and Letterman, it put 
the enthusiasm for Lorena Bobbitt cutlery on pause, but only until the next Bob- 
bitt joke. 

-The contempt by men for themselves and their sexuality is internalized to 
such a degree men’s own magazines can freely make a joke out of men being cas- 
trated. Penthouse, of course, objectifies women a lot more than men, but it is by 
the admiration of women’s bodies, not the castration of their genitals. And cer- 
tainly Cosmopolitan would never show a woman's breast being chopped off and 
carted away by a pest control company—they know women would detect the 
contempt and girlcott Cosmo: 
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DAMNED IF HE DOES, DAMNED IF. HE DOESN’T 


On the TV sitcom Cheers, Diane confronts Sam (after their breakup) with being 
controlled by his new girlfriend. She says, “What happened to the Sam Malone 
who said, ‘We’re gonna do what I want to do from now on’?” He responds, “We 
left him in a restaurant with a bowl of fettucine on his face.” Diane’s response? 
“That didn’t mean I didn’t like him.” 

I speak with many Sams who also feel damned if they do, damned if they 
don’t. Some examples: 

“A few months ago, my wife blamed me for griping about my work. So I 
stopped. Last night she said, ‘How can you be so compartmentalized?’” 

“When I tell a woman at work she looks especially nice in a certain dress, I’m 
afraid she may interpret that as sexual harassment; so I pretend not to notice. 
But the other day I overheard one woman say she enjoys working with women 
because ‘they notice little things like my dress—a typical man doesn't.’ No mat- 
ter what I do I feel like I'm being told I’m a ‘typical man.” 


THE NEW SEXUAL DOUBLE STANDARD 


Item. A woman complains to Ann Landers about her cheating husband. She ex- 
plains that she left him. Ann Landers responds, “How I wish more women would 
follow your example. ‘Too many wonderful women put up with cheating, lying 
freeloaders.*? 
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Item. A man complains to Ann Landers about his cheating wife. He explains 
that he left her. Ann Landers responds, “You sound like the booby prize at a 


skunk rassle.”®° 


The new sexual double standard is not just in papers, but on every daytime 
talk show. When I did a show for Oprah on “Men Who Cheat,” she was taken 
aback when I said, “Doing shows mostly on men who cheat is sexist, because 
each man cheats with a woman—for each man who cheats, there’s either a mar- 
ried woman who cheats, or a single woman playing co-conspirator.” 

Someone objected, “Women cheat for different reasons—we need love.” 

I responded, “Yes, men and women learning to love more effectively will def- 
initely reduce cheating. But your need for love doesn't make your getting it else- 
where less painful for the man. When women tell men sex equals love whereas 
men tell women sex equals tennis, a woman going elsewhere to get love can be 
more threatening than a man going elsewhere to play tennis!” 

Oprah stopped in her tracks (she was working the audience) and graciously 
acknowledged, “Yes . . . yes, good point there.” . 

We often hear that men have historically enjoyed the benefits of a sexual 
double standard. In some ways this is true; in some ways untrue. Most cultures 
had some version of an unwritten marital deal that might be called a “Marital 
Triangle”: The man must first provide for the economic needs of his wife and 
children. If he did, but he was not having his sexual needs met, then he could get 
them met without being ostracized by having a mistress as long as he also provided 
for some of the mistress's economic needs. This “Marital Triangle” allowed for two 
women to have economic needs met, for a wife to be relieved of sexual expecta- 
tions, and for one man to have some of his sexual needs met. Often, no one really 
got their emotional needs met. 

This could be thought of as a sexual double standard that benefited mostly 
him, or as an economic double standard that benefited mostly her: He was ex- 
pected to provide for his wife's economic needs whether or not she was provid- 
ing for any of his needs. By seeing only the sexual double standard, we gave men 
a “bad rap.” 

Today, though, there is a sexual double standard. Men who cheat, as with 
Bill Clinton, find that cheating ruins their lives and reputations. In contrast, 
women who cheat are portrayed as unhappy, in need of better communication, 
more affection, attention, love. Few people ask if Bill Clinton was also unhappy 
personally, or whether. he had a need for more affection, attention, and passion 
but felt trapped—in the White House, in the marriage, and in a commitment to 
provide First Ladyhood to a woman who relished the role and had earned it just 
as he had earned the presidency. 


The double standard now being fostered in romance novels is of a married |0} 
woman having a success object for security, and a sex object on the side and la- 
beling it “romance.” This fantasy double standard is portrayed perfectly in one of 
the most popular romance novels and films marking the end of the millennium: 
The Bridges of Madison County. 

I recall walking out of The Bridges of Madison County wiping my tears and 
searching for my Kleenex, feeling not only in awe of Meryl Streep’s acting but 
empathetic for the disappointed dreams of her character, Francesca. 

But the light of day—or was it the darkness of night—made me wonder 
whether I'd crossed that bridge in only one direction. Here was a married woman 
(Francesca) having an affair and I am calling it a romance. When a married man 
has an affair, don’t we call it infidelity? 

As with Francesca’s marriage, many men’s marriages also: continue amid 
dashed dreams and disappointed hopes. But when the man has an affair, his pain 
is not communicated to the world; in contrast, he is condemned as a womanizer, 
user, and jerk before millions of women in the courts of Oprah, Sally, Jenny, Jerry, 
Montel, Maury, Roseanne, Ricki, and Rosie. These are, if you will, the nine Jus- 
tices of Women’s Supreme Court. 

As an author, I got to thinking about publishers—would Bridges have been 
published as a romance if Francesca were Francis? If Francis were from a rural 
town in Italy and had dreams of coming to America and marrying an American 
woman who owns lots of land, would he not be seen as a user? Would his story 
sell as a romance novel to men? No. It would sell to no one. 

Recall that, in Bridges, Francesca refused to join her loving husband and 
their children for a four-day weekend at the county fair to support their daugh- 
ters hope for a prize. And then, only minutes after her husband took the chil- 
dren, Clint Eastwoodď’s character drops by out of nowhere and she has a mad, 
passionate love affair with him, and then packs her bags with plans to desert her 
husband and children. If Francesca had been Francis, I would not have walked 
out of the theater in tears for Francis. If Francesca were Francis, it would not be 
a romance novel starring Meryl Streep; it would be a Stephen King novel starring 
Kathy Bates. 

I myself was caught up in this double standard. If Francesca had been Fran- 
cis and Francis had.put his family in risk of being ostracized by flagrantly spend- 
ing hours with this photographer on a busy bridge of Madison County in a rural 
religious Iowa town, I would not have empathized as I did. And I would. have 
been angry at how his sleeping with a roving photographer who had affairs all 
over the world would put his wife at risk of an STD. 

If we reverse Francesca’s role as mother and imagine Francis as a father who 
recorded every detail of the affair in four diaries that his wife could easily have 
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discovered, | would immediately have been judgmental of his insensitivity. And if 
he had left the diaries in his will for his children to read, altering his children’s 
view of their dad and mom (from his perspective and without the opportunity for 
dialogue), | would not have left the theater with the impression of him as a de- 
voted father. 

‘The most powerful double standard, though, emerges when we realize that 
a woman can receive empathy for her affair even when she puts her own children 
at risk and betrays a loving, faithful husband and devoted father. In the romance 
novel yenre, the unfaithful woman needs no excuse; nor does she need to pay, for 
the equivalent of a mistress; she can betray, be self righteous, and we will cry for 
her. Never before has a double standard existed to such a degree that we cried 
for the betrayer. 

The double standard deepens when we consider the ostracism of men’s fan- 
tasies versus the availability of women’s. Men’s fantasies are hidden from public 
view and labeled pornography. fiy contrast, romance novels constitute 40 percent 
of-all paperback book sales in America and are labeled “romance”®!. Yet the ro- 
mance novel often involves objectifying one man as a success object and another 
as a sex object; pornography involves treating women only as sex objects. I call ro- 

mance novels female pornography because I define pornography as “that which 
objectifies.” In male pornography, women are sex objects; in female pornography, 
men are at least success objects. 

The man is not a success object just because he must have money to obtain 
love, but also because the novel ignores the pressures he endures to create that 
wealth. ‘l'his allows her to ignore how she will reduce his pressures; it allows only 
her the freedom to work by option, not by obligation; to work if she wants, at 
what she wants. ‘This is not partnership, but entitlement. 

Do these romance novels help women who have the affairs bring their newly 
discovered passions and potential back into the marriage? Hardly. In Bridges, af- 
ter Francesca discovers her repressed passion, and her loving husband and chil- 
dren return from the county fair, she kisses them, but not him. She makes not a 
single attempt in any form to bring into her marriage the part of herself she had 
discovered in her affair. 

Thus the romance novel reinforces the division between marriage and ro- 
mance. No, it's worse than that. The psychological destruction of her husband is 
often a central theme of the romance novel... even in those of the respected 
Danielle Steel. For example, in Steels ‘lo Love Again, Isabella “finds herself in 
love with a man who wants to destroy all she has left of her husband.”® In Steel's 
Crossings, the heroine’s love for a steel magnate destroys her “devotion” to her 
husband.°? And, of course, Francesca’s love for her husband was never again the 


= same. (And then women’s magazines blame mèn for their fear of commitment.) 





Romance novels rarely make heroes of the sensitive man. ‘he novels are I0 
called Sweet Savage Love,“ not He Stopped When I Said No. ‘Vheir formula: She 
attracts, resists; he performs, persists. 

This confuses some men: When she says “no” but doesn’t mean it, it’s a ro- 
mance novel if he persists. When she says “no” and means it, it's sexual harass- 
ment or date rape if he persists. In brief, when he guesses right, it’s called 
courtship; when he guesses wrong, it’s called harassment. And if the courtship 
works, it’s called a marriage with her picture in the paper; if the courtship fails, 
it's called a court case with his picture in the paper. 

Romance novel readers are not only stay-at-home morns: seventy-one per- 
cent have jobs outside the home. After Harlequin Romances discovered this and 
modified their formula to appeal to the working woman, their net earnings in ten 
years went from $110,000 to $21 million®*—an increase of almost 20,000 per- 
cent. It transformed Harlequin from a company on the verge of bankruptcy: in 
the early ’70s to a company commanding 80 percent of the romance market by 
the mid-’80s.% In the Harlequin romance formula, some man still provides a 
woman with a source of security, thus giving her options. 

This holds true even when the romance novels are romance movies. If, as in 
Bridges, or The Piano, the heroine has already gotten her success object, she fan- 
tasizes about her sex object; if, as in Flashdance or Pretty Woman, she has not yet 
found a success object, she fantasizes about her success object. 

In the romance novel, what does she do for him? ‘The fantasy is that her 
mere existence -—-her beauty, her soul, her integrity, her spirit are so superior to 
his that she does not need to do anything for him, she just needs to be. He's the 
human doing; she’s the human being. In reality, of course, women do a lot for 
men, but in this fantasy called romance, her presence does enough for him; his 
presence does not do enough for her -- he must also be a wallet. 

The film The Piano pushes this definition of romance a step further. ‘The 
husband provides the income for his wife to develop her soul, her art, or her fan- 
tasy profession, while she has an extramarital affair with a “real man” and soul 
mate who supports her psychologically and physically. The Piano was hailed by 
critics as a film portraying “a world in which women struggle to find a voice.” The 
heroine, played by Holly Hunter, was portrayed as mute, her “voice” was her piano. 

In fact, The Piano can be seen as a film in which two men compete in two 
different ways to hear a woman: her husband providing for her survival needs, a 
more primal man providing for her more primal needs. Her husband begged to 
also give affection, love, and sex; she rejected him in all three areas. His wife was 
expected to do nothing to support him. In addition to being mute, she brought 
into the marriage a daughter from a past relationship. He, though, took care of 
the daughter, the cooking, cleaning, provided her with a home, food, and even a 
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cabin of her own. She just rejected him, played a piano, and had an affair. She 
made no attempt to earn money from her piano. ‘This should have been seen as 
a woman-bashing movie; instead it was a film women raved about and critics 
praised as articulating women’s needs. 

In the world according to The Piano, men have all the obligations and 
women have none. If films like The Piano strike such a chord among women, 
then marriage is a setup for more Princess Dianas being depressed. In the mean- 
time, where are the wives financing husbands to find their piano, their voice? 
Maybe, today, we live in a world of men who have so little hope of having their 
piano that they find it more realistic to be mute. 

The new sexual double standard, of female affairs labeled romance and male 
affairs labeled impeachment, allows a woman who has an affair to more easily 
tell the truth because romance creates empathy and excitement, not ostracism 
and judgment; when a man has an affair he feels more pressure to lie because he 
will be persecuted, and when he does lie he risks being impeached for perjury, ei- 
ther in the House or in the home. 


THE DOUBLE STANDARD AT WORK 


Here are four examples that most typify the way men feel subjected to double 
standards in the workplace that lead to their feeling unfairly bashed. 

“Last week I made a decision without consulting my female co-worker. She 
called me a chauvinist. But this week she made a similar decision without con- 
sulting me. I asked why.she didn't consult me. She said she was independent, 
why couldn't I handle an independent woman.” 

“I was behind deadline and asked my office mate to make me a cup of cof- 
fee. She said, “Typical male.’ Yet last Friday she asked me, “Would you do me a fa- 
vor and make me some coffee?’ How is it her request is a favor and mine is . 
chauvinism?” 

“Susan and I were hired at the same time. When I got a promotion first, it 
was called discrimination. Kristin, though, was hired after both of us and got pro- 
moted before either of us. The same women called that equal opportunity.” 

“I work in a factory. The work is low pay and repetitive. The women often say 
they're being exploited. When they do, everyone agrees. But once I suggested I was 
being exploited and was told I should get off my butt and get something better.” 


WHY CAN’T MEN ASK FOR DIRECTIONS? 


You can't miss it. You can't miss the mockery of men not asking for directions. 





INE Notice, in the following cartoon, that Dr. Linda is not asking the woman in the 


passenger seat to appreciate the man for driving, nor is she asking the woman to i07 
take responsibility fpr navigation because he is taking responsibility for driving, 

but rather, the man is being blamed for what he doesn't do rather than credited 

for what he does do. 


Close to Home 67 
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THIS NEXT PIECE OF ADVICE IS 
FOR PAUL, WHOSE WIFE CALLED THE 
DR LINDA SHOW YESTERDAY, ; 
CERTAIN THAT BY 7H1S TIME TODAY 
PAUL WILL HAVE GOTTEN THE 
FAMILY LOST ON THEIR ANNUAL 
VACATION. PAUL, QUIT CLINGING 
70 YOUR PATHETIC DISPLAY OF 
MACHISMO AND ASK FOR DIRETIWSS 
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Although men are the most frequent’ navigators of cyberspace, even there 
they are critiqued for not asking for directions. I found this joke in cyberspace: 


` 
Q: Why does it take a million sperm to find one egg? 
A: Because men can't ask for directions. 


Personally, | agree it is a male flaw to not ask for directions. But not asking 
for directions is rarely discussed as the shadow side of four male strengths: the 
socialization of men to be self-reliant, to be problem solvers, to take risks, and to 
not be afraid of making mistakes—even in front of the woman they love (or any- 
body, for that matter). In fact, if men had such fragile egos, why wouldn't they 
take more precautions against looking like a jerk? 

We often accuse men of being too goal-oriented. But when men resist ask- 
ing for directions, aren't they reflecting a willingness to be less focused on the 
goal (“The party starts at three; we must get there by three.”) and more focused 
on the process (“Let's explore together”)? 

Women are definitely better about asking for directions, and that’s a 
strength. But like every strength, it also has a shadow side: dependency. We 
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never hear the joke told this way, though, to tease women about giving only lip- 
service to equality: 


Q: Why does it take so many sperm to find one egg? 
A: Because the egg is too busy rehearsing its speech on equality to meet the 
sperm halfway. 


Perhaps the real question should be, “In a world of alleged equality, why are 
we expecting men to take responsibility for both the driving and the directions?” 
When a woman takes on the responsibility of navigating, it’s her responsibility to 
ask for directions. 

When I’m a passenger and we're lost, I encourage my partner to stop for di- 
rections. But if she doesn't, I find it more productive to pull out a map to help her 
rather than open my mouth to blame her. 


VENUS GOOD, MARS BAD 


Venus is the Goddess of Love; Mars, the God of War. If a book had been titled 
Men Are from Venus, Women Are from Mars, feminists would quickly have ob- 
jected to the misogyny of men being associated with love and women with war. 
Of course, men do have a history of being warriors, and women nurturers, and 
these produce different traits that John Gray asks us to understand rather than 
judge, as we would understand someone from a different culture. And that’s one 
of Gray's many positive contributions. The point here though is that many traits 
emerge from the sexes’ different roles, and had a book been titled Men Are from 
Courage, Women Are from Cowardice, feminists would have objected to those 
particular traits becoming the title's focus. 

‘Titles like Men Are from Mars, Women Are from Venus are not, then, the 
problem per se---it is that they are part of a culture that does not allow women to 
be portrayed critically even as titles portraying women as good and men as bad 
make best-seller lists (Smart Women, Foolish Choices; Successful Women, Angry 
Men; No Good Men, etc.). 

Other books with neutral titles are a cover for undercover criticism of men 
not in the title, but in their content. For example, in He Says/She Says he defines 
a romantic hideaway as Motel 6 and a gourmet meal as “A hot dog with French's 
mustard .. .”“ In brief, the neutral He Says/She Says is a cover for She Says He's 
a Jerk. | 

More subtly, titles like Women Who Love Too Much suggest women love 
men more than men are ready to be loved. Women Who Love Too Much is a bril- 


liant title because it created the superficial “feel” of women blaming only them- {A 
selves, when in fact men were being faulted as incapable of loving. Similar titles o 
pandered to the pocketbook of a woman who wanted to appear introspective 
about her “I love men too much” problem, while in fact blaming men: Men Who 

Hate Women and the Women Who Love Them, as well as Women Who Love Men 

Who Kill and How to Love a Difficult Man. 


WHEN WOMEN ENTER MEN’S WORLD 


Note, in the cartoon below, how “This way, Stupid”®? is really “Her way, Stupid.” 
It is ironic that, in “male-dominated” corporations, the rules of male-female in- 
teractions have been taken over by Human Resources Development (HRD) di- 
visions, in which the feminist version of sensitivity becomes the definition of 
sensitivity, meekly accepted by men who know they will be less able to support 
their families by raising money for home if they raise their voice at work. 
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When affirmative action and sexual harassment legislation are added to the 
“Her Way, Stupid” divisions, many men have come to feel that when women en- 
ter a man’s world, it quickly becomes a “woman's world.” 

What happens when a man hints that a woman is less than equally knowl- 
edgeable about something in the traditionally male world? Well, remember when 
Donald Regan, during the Reagan administration, suggested that female legisla- 


WHAT MEN WOULD SAY WHEN MALE BASHING IS CALLED “FUNNY,” BuT... 


WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


tors were less likely to be knowledgeable about or inclined to discuss military 

hardware? He was universally condemned. He didn’t say women couldn't learn, 

just that they didn’t. Since his condemnation I am unaware of another politician 

suggesting that women were in any way limited in their knowledge or interests. 
In contrast... 


WHEN MEN ENTER WOMEN’S WORLD 


We give lip service to wanting men to share the traditional responsibilities of 
women, but instead of creating affirmative action or affirmation to ease men’s 
transition, we mock them when they try. 

A Cascade commercial shows a husband overloading the dishwasher in klutz- 
like fashion. He thinks he’s doing well, but the viewer and his wife know it is 
only Cascade that rescues him from his stupidity: His wife condescendingly 
(wink, wink) calls him “perfect.” Imagine a Texas Instrument commercial por- 
traying a woman thinking she's doing math well when, in fact, a TI calculator cor- 
rects all of her mistakes and her husband condescendingly (wink, wink) calls her 
“perfect.” Universities would soon be boycotting——or would it be “girlcotting’— 
TI products. 

Note in the cartoon below that the man is not acknowledged for shopping, 
but blamed for getting it wrong.”” Imagine a wife coming out from under the fam- 
ily car she was repairing and being asked by her husband why on earth she didn't 


use the right type of oil, and the wife responding, “Because I'm really stupid?” 





Are men mocked not because they are men, but because they are, well, just 
plain ignorant? Watch for commercials in which one woman is introducing a 
product to another woman who is ignorant of it. The less knowledgeable woman 
is portrayed as turned on by the new product, not as stupid and in need of her 
fragile ego being saved. 


DOCTOR MOM, DEADBEAT DAD 


Looking for a toothpaste? “Mothers prefer AquaFresh.” Looking for a cereal? Kix 


is “kid-tested, mother approved.” “Mother Knows Best” has become institution- 


alized in commercial slogans. 


Mom is portrayed as the responsible parent, as in Pampers’ “All the dryness . 


a mother can give.””! Yet millions of dads change diapers. If Charter Hospitals 
ran an ad saying, “The best doctor a man can be,” we would immediately see the 
sexism. Instead, while some commercials for cold medicines, as those for Robi- 
tussin, portray mothers as “Doctor Mom,” other commercials portray Dad as an- 
noyed his sleep is being interrupted by his sick child. Doctor mom, deadbeat 
dad. 

This attitude toward dads is worldwide. A 1998 front page headline in the 
Irish Times read, “Who Needs Fathers When It Comes to Parenting?”’? The head- 
line did not stop with “Who Needs Fathers?” since everyone demands fathers be 
wallets, but when it comes to loving and nurturance, well, the article itself por- 
trayed human fathers as worse than monkeys in the z00. Which might be the 
case: When someone else is providing room and board, then Dad can spend time 
with his children. 

Fortunately, in the late 90s, commercials and ads portraying dads in a more 
positive light have become more common. And the greeting card industry does 
not find a large enough market among women for mocking dad to justify produc- 
ing many deadbeat dad cards. The viciousness returns not when children are ne- 
glected but when the woman is rejected. | 


MEN AS MORONS 


“Hear you're looking for a man who's your intellectual equal. . . . Does the ex- 
pression ‘Fat Chance’ mean anything to you?”? That’s from a greeting card for a 
woman addicted to the high of being told she’s too good for a man. In this case 
the card manufacturer feeding the addiction is, would you believe, Maine Line. 


For a more literal high, the “Liberated” Woman can grow her own dope.” 


Imagine a guy sending his friend a card saying, “Grow your own dope. . . . Plant 
a woman” or a white university professor who had lost a job to an African- 
American, and was now sending out cards saying, “Grow your own dope. . . . Plant 
a black.” 


If a woman prefers a sugar high, she can send this card about a guy: “I baked - 


some anatomically correct gingerbread men this year—Yeah, I didn’t give ’em 
brains.”’? From your friends at Hallmark. 
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Not to be outdone, American Greetings chimes in with, “A birthday thought: 
Fventhing we need to know, we did learn in kindergarten. . . . Boys are stupid.””6 
Then, as if women were stupid, the American Greetings ade are labeled on the 
back: “Feminine Birthday” or “For Women Only.””” 

The men-as-morons message has always been with us; it just gets updated 
and, recently, more popular. In movies, the Three Stooges update of men-as- 
morons is the Dumb and Dumber series. The good news: Today's man is more ef- 
ficient—it takes only two to be as much of a jerk as three used to be. 

A similar way a man can “win” is to acknowledge himself as stupid up front, 
thus taking himself out of the “equal to us” game; then, the woman, unafraid of 
competition or rejection, can accept him on those terms. Imagine a cartoon fea- 


turing a woman saying, “Al, I’m the new gal . . . as you get to know me, I'll look 
dumber and dumber.””® 


Dilbert 


ALICE, I'M THE NEU) AS YOU GET TO KNOW 
GUY. I LOOK SMARTER ME, I'LL LOOK OUNGER 
THAN THE PEOPLE WHO AND OUMGER. 
ALREADY WORK HERE. 
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Imagine an ad agency creating an ad in which a man shouts at a black Al l 
woman that she has a vacancy sign for a brain? The ad agency would soon have 
a vacancy sign in its window. Yet, in reality, a TV ad for Ramada Inn shows a 
woman berating a man who has chosen an inn other than the Ramada: “You 
wing-tipped weasel . . . You have a vacancy sign for a brain.””? Instead of the ad 
agency being told to put up its own vacancy sign, it was asked to make a second 
version of the ad—the “insult-the-executive” version—in which a female execu- 
tive berates her male counterpart: “You wing-tipped weasel, what would you 
know [about hotels]? Your brain filed for bankruptcy.”®° When it comes to men, 
theres Dumb and Dumber. | 

While situation comedies portray both sexes as stupid, if a movie focuses on 
the stupidity of one sex as its central theme, it seems that sex is of the Forrest 
Gump or Billy Madison variety. There’s some good news here too: If a man is un- 
married but clearly stupid, he is allowed to be good, even wise, in a limited way. 
(Remember Peter Sellers in Being There?) Why? One reason: These men are not 
the men women want; therefore women haven't felt rejected by them. These 
men can be portrayed as wise and single without suggesting a woman is a loser 
because she isn’t with him. 


PERFORM IF YOU DON’T, PERFORM MORE IF You Do 


No sooner had Viagra helped millions of men perform better in one area, than 
comics were suggesting dozens of other drugs Pfizer must doubtless be working 
on to overcome men’s “impotence” in virtually every area. One of the funniest 
and best-circulated did a take-off on Viagralike drugs for men overcoming their 
many forms of impotence.®! Directra would help men ask for directions. Projec- 
tra would help men finish household repair projects. 

Interesting, I've never read an article appreciating men for doing household 
repairs. Are we in the Era of Criticizing Men for Not Completing What We Don't 
Acknowledge Them Starting? Perhaps the man could take the Directra and read 
the directions while the woman takes the Projectra and does the repairs? 

Complimenira increases the output of men’s compliments on women’s hair- 
styles. Yes, men could stand some improvement there. Perhaps, though, a woman 
taking a little Complimenira would inspire men to finish household repairs with- 
out Projectra! 

Buyagra deepens men’s urge to buy. women expensive jewelry and gifts. 
Buyagra sounds like a great idea—to be taken on Valentine's Day by the sex least 
likely to buy the other jewelry and expensive gifts, yes? 

Nega-Viagra produces the opposite effect of Viagra, and is said to be helpful 
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to U.S. presidents. Indeed. If President Clinton’s penis had not gone up, his 
place in history would not have gone down. On the other hand, if he had taken 
Nega- Viagra, Monica Lewinsky would not be a celebrity and millionaire. 

Nega-Sportagra is said to make men wish to watch less sports and talk with 
the family more. Good idea. But since women watch more television in every sin- 
gle time slot than men,®? why are we suggesting a drug to stop only men from 
watching what they watch? Should the sex that watches the most TV be blaming 
the sex that watches the least for hiding in front of the TV? 


OUR CHILDREN INHERIT THE ANGER 


Are our children inheriting this anger? Divorced moms are five times more likely 
to make negative comments about Dad behind his back than dads are about 
moms. That’s according to the children (54 percent of the children said only 
their mothers spoke badly of their fathers in front of them; 12 percent said only 
their fathers spoke badly of their mothers®*). This poisoning of children’s minds 
toward their dads is camouflaged as humor by women who send each other 
greeting cards like this one: | | 


= Mew dowt hove 
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When our sons look in the mirror and see themselves with their dad’s body 
language, they are learning that half of them is genetically a jerk, or stupid, or a 
vie | deadbeat. Our daughters are not left unscathed either: ‘They, too, are half their 





dad’s genes. And it’s hard to teach our daughter to love if we're also teaching her YIN 
there's no one worthy of her. 

This unconscious abuse of our sons in particular, and more indirectly of our 
daughters, is evident in our schools. 

A Boston teacher reports that, in response to girls wearing T-shirts that said 
“Girls Rule” and yelling “Boys go to Jupiter to get more stupider; girls go to col- 
lege to get more knowledge,” she made ‘I-shirts for boys saying “Boys Are Good.” 
To her amazement, all ten of the student teachers she was supervising objected 
only to the pro-boys shirts.®° ‘The student teachers objected. Aren't they our fu- 
ture? 

Let's spy on the reading material of some of our future leaders, reading 
Scholastic Math magazine. ‘The column is “Personal Math for the ’90s.”°¢ Its a 
“He Said, She Said” column, giving him and her an opportunity to describe how 
they met on the way to math class. He speaks of her brilliance and his hopes for 
“the start of a beautiful friendship” with “my future girlfriend”; she speaks of his 
stupidity, his “incredibly lame jokes,” and her hopes to be rid of him. Go figure. 

The anger in rap music has a reputation for being mostly male to female. It 
is more accurate to say that the male-to-female anger in rap music draws 
protests; the female-to-male anger in rap music draws applause. For example, on 
Valentine’s Day, a day that one would expect love between the sexes, an all- 
female “Black Women in Rap” concert at the Los Angeles Sports Arena featured 
a lineup of women performers who put down men as “nothin’ but dirt” (Yo-Yo). 
MC Trouble led the men at the concert to chant “Make money, money, money, 
money, money” and had the women chant “Take money, money, money, money, 
money.” Another MC—-MC Smooth—closed her act by asking, “I want the 
ladies to look at the man next ’em and say ‘Where is the money?’ . . . Peace, I’m 
outta here.” Peace? This is a bit like a peacenik calling his dad a “pig” and then 
asking for the tuition check. What allows her to take the money? Nikki D gives a 
hint. She repeatedly exhorts the women in the audience to associate strength 
with cashing in on their sexual power, telling them, “You're wasting it.”®’ Isn't tak- 
ing money for sex called prostitution? One day we're being told women who are 
prostitutes are exploited; the next day, women who are not prostitutes are being 
exploited. Both our sons and daughters are being taught to be confused, but only — 
our daughters are being taught to be both entitled and angry. 


LET THE MEN TAKE SEXUAL RISKS, REJECT THEM, THEN LAUGH , 


In the greeting card on the following page,8® we can see how men’s sexual vul- 
nerability stimulates contemptuous laughter not only at the men, but laughter at 
men’s vulnerability to women leading to their deaths. Imagine men sending each 
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“You're one sick puppy, Nadine” 


ee ee ee ee ees aae- eee. oe 


other greeting cards of their wives crying at a Weight Watchers’ Center for the El- 
derly as they watched their husbands buy diamonds for thin young women. 

In a TV commercial for Lifesavers, the woman strings the guy along with the 
promise of sharing her Lifesavers, only to abandon him mercilessly so she can 
have the whole roll to herself.®? ‘his ad hopes to create a bond between Life- 
savers and females as together they laugh at the pitiful, rejected man. Interest- 
ingly, if this ad were reversed, and the man had mercilessly abandoned a woman 
who he had strung along, it would also create a bond between Lifesavers and fe- 
males as together they shared an anger toward the greedy, rejecting man: 

Suppose the woman runs out of Lifesavers? She should “Be prepared” with 
Coty’s Nuance: perfume, because “Nuance always says Yes, But you can always 
say No.””° This way, if he picks up on the “Yes,” she can sue for sexual harassment 
because he ignored her verbal “No.” A good lawyer, a good judge, and she'll be 
able to afford a lifetime of Lifesavers. | 

‘The sexual rejection of men is a source of humor in almost every sitcom. For 
a comedy writer it has the value of being able to generate multiple levels of 
laughter that increase as the rejection increases. I'll use an example from Cheers, 
since we have both a memory of Cheers and an opportunity to check it out again 
in reruns. When Cliff asks waitress Carla to the mailman’s ball, he’s so nervous 
that he reads her his “proposal.” Then he agrees to buy her a dress, a VCR, a cor- 


HP sage. Then he assures her she won't even be expected to dance with him. She re- 





jects him and laughs in his face. He cries. She derides him as “obnoxious.” The |} 





audience laughs at him each time he is rejected. Were a man similarly rejecting 
a woman, the audience's anger at him would increase at each stage of him re- 
jecting her. 


MEN AS SEX ADDICTS 


“When you unzip a man’s pants . . . his brains fall out.”?! Yes, on a greeting card. 
Someday, I’m sure, on a zipper. 

Unfortunately there's too much truth to this one. It’s one reason male power 
is a myth. And it’s worth laughing/crying at. Here’s a similarly accurate ‘male- 
bashing joke I’ve been known to tell myself: 

When God created Adam, She explained, “I have some good news and some 
bad news .. . 

“First, the good news: I’ve given you a penis and a brain. 

“Now the bad news: You can use only one at a time.” 

This is true not only for President Clinton, The more a man is a charismatic 
leader, the higher his testosterone level . . . thus the more his brain shrinks as his 
penis expands. ‘This is the “BC” principle. It was true Before Christ; it’s true with 
Bill Clinton; it will certainly be true Beyond Clinton. 

Laughing at our foibles is healthy as long as it’s an equal opportunity sport. 
In joke form, the BC equivalent might be, “Scientists have discovered a food that 
diminishes a woman's sex drive by 90 percent . . . wedding cake.” 

Or if we use the “God Created” parallel, one candidate is “In the beginning, 
God created earth and rested. ‘Then God created man and rested. Then God cre- 
ated woman. Since then, neither God nor man has rested.” 

When President Clinton had his affair with Monica Lewinsky et al., the can- 
demnation of him as a sex addict was universal. And it called to mind a litany of 
other powerful men who couldn't keep it zipped up. True enough. But not fair 
enough. For each powerful man who is a sex addict there is a woman addicted to 
powerful men; for each man willing to spend his life sacrificing his way to power, 
there is a woman willing to use sexual power to gain access to men without that 
sacrifice; for each man risking everything for some combination of sex, affection, 
and love, there is a woman willing to make millions of dollars gossiping about the 
relationship she made a verbal contract to keep secret. 

It is not that Clinton and other men do not have a problem, it is that their 
problem ruins them even as women’s problem profits them; it is that we hold him 
accountable for his problem, and hold him accountable for her problem. Men's, 
problem is at least in part hormonal and defined by a mostly female standard of 


fidelity and monogamy that is less natural for men, and especially less natural for 
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- the high testosterone men who are the leaders women love. If men could divorce 
post-menopausal women for not being sexual enough, it would be apparent we 
were unfairly imposing one sex’s standards on another. 

Meantime, the anger at men who do not deny their hormones allows for 
Lorena Bobbitt’s castration of her husband to become a joke, and the Today Show 
to applaud scenes in which men’s lives are being threatened for being sexually in- 
appropriate. | 

In the movie Living Out Loud (1998), Queen Latifah’s character said her 
cheating husband gave the excuse she wasn't fulfilling his needs, implying it was 
her fault. Her response? “I picked up a knife and told him it was his fault I was 
stabbing him.” Holly Hunter’s character listened with eyes of respect, admira- 
tion. “That's great. I wish I would have stabbed my husband.” 

This clip was chosen by Gene Shalit of the Today Show to illustrate his 
praise of the film—as one in which the term “adult film” was not just a code word 
for “salacious.” When mén stab women for cheating, it’s called a prison sentence; 
when women stab men for cheating, it’s laughter or art. 


MEN AS SEXUALLY INADEQUATE 


Dol let a group of power-mongering men with short penises tell me 
what to do? 


CALIFORNIA ASSEMBLY SPEAKER DORIS ALLEN, 


on her fellow GOPers’ attempts to recall her. 


Eeny weeny, teeny weeny shriveled little [short dick man] 
words from Billboard's Eleventh best-selling U.S. single 
(December 17, 1994), “Short Dick Man,” 
sung by Sandra Gillette 


If a woman's magazine's audience is married women, sex is usually on the 
back burner. If the audience is single women, sex is a mixed message: on the one 
hand men are criticized as sexually addicted, on the other, they are criticized as 
sexually inadequate (as impotent, premature ejaculators, or minuscule). When 
the man is portrayed as addicted, women are often taught to exploit this vulner- 
ability, as in “the way to a man’s heart is through his penis”: give sex, get com- 
mitment. If he is viewed as inadequate, he is mocked and ridiculed. 

We think of Playboy as objectifying women. And it does. But the objectifica- 
tion at least emanates from a desire for a woman. Men’s magazines do not ridicule 
women who have just loved them. In contrast, the magazine that sells most to 


WAA single women worldwide is Cosmopolitan. In one issue of Cosmo, there were five 





cartoons putting men down for being sexually inadequate (in a section called Al 
“Power Failure,” no less!). In each cartoon, the couple has just made love, and 
the woman ridicules him.?* For example, in one, the woman ridicules, “Did the 
earth move? Charlie, the bed hardly moved.” In another, a woman mocks a man 


who asks “How was it?” by answering, “How was it? What was it?” 


~ 





roe ate 


Of course, men can also be cruel: Gangsta rap is none too kind to women. 
The difference is we call the man who derides women a gangster, while the 
woman who derides men is called the Cosmo girl. Sadly, the two cartoons mock- 
ing men about “impotence” are part of an attitude that not only perpetuates the 
problem of “impotence,” but also creates the opposite of the intimacy women 
want. Let's look at one example, and then how it hurts women. 





soufflé too! 
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The cartoons in Cosmo symbolize woman-to-woman talk. The more a man 
fears a woman will mock him to her women friends if he does not perform, the 
more he feels performance pressure, the more he experiences “impotence.” The 
ridicule perpetuates the problem. 

On a deeper level, ask yourself, “When a man is worried about being ‘po- 
tent,’ what is he worried about?” He is worried about failing to please a woman. 
Why are we mocking him for that? | 

Reverse the sexes here. If a woman says she would love sex, but isn’t lubricated 
enough, we don’t label her “impotent.” We label ourselves grateful—for her desire. 

What attitude in Cosmo would help both cure “impotence” and increase in- 
timacy? Encouraging a man to think of his penis as his radar. That is, when soft, 
it is his signal that his feelings are “off.” If his penis did not work by being 
soft, then he would be impotent. That is, a soft penis is often a penis 
that is working. - working to inform the man that something is wrong: He’s ner- 
VOUS, self-conscious, he doesn’t feel he'll be accepted if he doesn’t perform, he’s 
moving too quickly. It’s time to make love using something other than his penis. 

A therapist called me the other day, worried that a number of men who 
seemed to like her, and who said they loved the fact she loved sex, nevertheless 
couldn't get hard. She therefore doubted they really wanted a woman who loved 
sex. | disagreed. “A man might want that a lot, but is afraid you'll be judgmental 
of him if he doesn’t perform.” 

“If he’s not hard, doesn’t that mean he’s not attracted?” 

“No. It may mean the opposite. The more he is attracted, and the more he 
respects you, the more he may fear losing you if he doesn’t perform. If he didn't 
care, he'd be relaxed because he has nothing to lose.” 

“So what can | do?” 

“Really get into kissing him... enjoy the respect for you his softness re- 
flects. Get into enjoying sucking him when his penis is soft as much as you do 
when it’s hard, and let him know that’s true for you. When his penis is soft, he’s 
most likely to be relaxed when you're relaxed.” 

Another example of sexual man bashing is “premature ejaculation,” when 
defined as the man ejaculating before the woman has an orgasm. This is female- 
defined male sexuality. If she has an orgasm before he does, does she’suffer from 
“premature orgasm’? 

Men internalize this pressure on themselves to please a woman. These 
comments mocking men’s sexuality were printed in the Men’s Forum of the Mi- 
croSoft Network in a piece called “58 Things NOT ‘lo Say to a Naked Guy”: 


e Aww, it’s hiding. 


f : | e Are you cold? 





e Does it come with an air pump? ‘|| 
e Ever hear of Clearasil? 
. I didn’t know they came that small. 
e Look, it fits my Barbie clothes! 
¢ I’ve smoked joints fatter than that. 
Women also put pressure on themselves to please men, but not to the self- 
ridiculing level of Cosmo printing “58 Things Not To Say to a Naked Gal”: 
e Do your breasts come with an air pump? 
¢ Ever hear of Clearasil? 
© [didn’t know they came that small. 


e Did you. get those breasts from your Barbie Doll? 


MAN AS MEAT 


Cartoons like this illustrate the source of the anger that leads to the bashing and 
objectification of men: divorce. 


BENT OFFERINGS By Don Addis 





When this book is published, enough time will have passed for Creators 
Syndicate, the distributors of the above cartoon, to distribute a reversal (with 
men saying “I lost 200 pounds of ugly fat-—I got a divorce”). 1 challenge them to 
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do just that, and to report the results, which I predict will be: Few papers will 
print it; and those that do will receive complaints, and so will the Syndicate. 


This illustration is the print media version of the TV ad I describe just be- 
low it. 


POR 
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Scene: A supermarket meat counter. ‘The “meat” is John Elway, Brett Favre, 
Jerry Rice, and Troy Aikman. A female customer has Favre stuffed into a shop- 
ping cart. At the counter, the checker fails at scanning Favre’s shoe, then re- 
quests over the intercom, “Price check on Favre.” 


Imagine Revlon advertising a perfume by having male customers sniff the 

“meat” at a meat counter—“meat” like Cindy Crawford, Christie Brinkley, Kathy 

Ireland, Pamela Anderson Lee, Iman. If a man stuffed Cindy Crawford into a 

shopping cart and the male checker, after failing to register the scan on her high 

heel, asked for a “Price check on Crawford,” would NOW protest that as sexism, 

or what? Or would the awareness of the sexism be so obvious that no supermodel 
would even allow herself to be used that way? 

In real life, of course, Cindy Crawford’s job requires being looked at and 

looked over; Favre's job requires him to be knocked down and pushed over. 

© Favre's job is not only more akin to being treated as a piece of meat—he is more 

}}f}. likely to be on the bottom of the pile. 





MEN AS RATS, CATS, DOGS, PIGS... 


If you're a woman, imagine going to a male ob/gyn and discovering he had just 
broken up with his wife. You’re about to take down your panties when you notice 
a greeting card on his desk saying, “Bill conquered his fear of insects . . . by be- - 
ing caught for years in the web of an ugly black widow spider.” You inquire. “Oh,” 
he laughs. “Saw that in a card shop and thought it described perfectly my feel- 
ings about Mary, so I’m sending it to some of my divorced ob/gyn friends.” 

How fast would you be out of that office? Would you want a list of his ob/gyn 
friends that he thought would be receptive? That’s the way men feel about 
women who send each other cards like this.”” 





G4 
Sh 


Of the thousands of TV shows spawned in the ’90s, two of the most popular 
and longest lasting, Roseanne and Home Improvement, emanated from one 
theme: man bashing. Roseanne sold itself via the male-bashing pilot I describe in 
the chapter on the Lace Curtain. Home Improvement, still top-rated as of 1999, 
sold itself to ABC in 1991 via a pilot in which all of the best punch lines, ac- 
cording to People magazine, came right out of Tim Allen’s stand-up routine called 
“Men Are Pigs.”?8 TV Guide described Tim Allen’s concept of “masculinism’” as 
“a philosophy derived from his mother’s belief that ‘all men are primitive, grunt- 
ing Neanderthal pigs.’”?? Freud would have it that the son kills the father to 
marry the mother. Maybe Freud had a point. 

ABC was so delighted with the ratings for male bashing in Home Improve- 
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ment (which has, to its credit, become more balanced with maturity) that, when 
it introduced Grace Under Fire, it advertised Grace’s ex-husband as a “knuckle- 
dragging, cousin-loving, beer-sucking redneck.”!©° For some reason, ABC never 
invented a description of Grace by her ex. 

The photo in the greeting card below. exemplifies one of the favorite themes 
among women about men: how to domesticate the “animal.” He’s the one who 
pees on the toilet seat. Maybe every man should have his own fire hydrant (in 
case he misses. the outhouse). 





ies 


© Palm Press, Inc. 1995; Berkeley, CA 94709; A1304#-175 


But the usual comparison to animals is more like the greeting card, “Why 
Cats Are Better than Men.” “You can de-claw a cat . . . try to get a guy to clip his 
toenails.”!©! Imagine your dad sending cards to other dads saying cats are better 
than women because “You can de-claw a cat . . . try to de-claw a woman with a 
grudge.” What would you think of your dad? 

Nobody intelligent takes this seriously, right? Well, a colleague of mine 
writes of his experience sitting in on a meeting of the Gender and Justice Com- 
mission of the state of Washington. The guest speaker? Chief Justice of the 
Washington State Supreme Court, Barbara Durham. Her opening comment: “I 
just purchased a wonderful book called 101 Reasons Cats are Better than Men.”'” 
She proceeds to strongly recommend the Commission members purchase it. 
This is the chief justice, talking to the Commission on Gender and Justice! 


IF A MAN GETS IN TOUCH WITH HIS FEELINGS, 
HERE’S How TO KILL HIM 


Item. 1998. Los Angeles Judge Joan Comparet-Cassani told Ronald Hawkins 
not to interrupt her in court. He continued. She ordered the bailiff to zap him for 
eight seconds with a 50,000 volt electric shock.!™ 


Any male judge who gave a talkative woman a 50,000 volt electric shock 
treatment—as opposed to asking the guard to escort her from the courtroom 
would be justly removed from the bench. 

When a man speaks up, how should a woman hear him? American Greet- 
ings “advises” to call it whining, then suffocate him. Their role models? Thelma 
and Louise. Remember how Thelma holds a gun to the head of a policeman and 
suffocates him in a trunk in the 120-degree heat of the New Mexico desert? 

American Greetings was so proud of their role models they reproduced the 
entire card as a full-size ad in fold-out form in magazines like Newsweek and Life. 
Yes, life. 
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Men ara 


The problem here exists at every level. American Greetings say they sell the 
card because the card sells. Their tests show that men would not buy a reverse 
card.!°4 So part of the problem is women buyers. Another part is American 
Greetings. When the price is high enough the prostitute will appear. 

The next problem is Newsweek and Time-Life, who wouldn't think of selling 
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ad space, no matter what the profit, if it made light of suffocating women who 
whine. They publish it about men exactly because men won't whine. 

Suppose a man not only speaks his mind, but changes his mind? Here's the 
woman-to-woman greeting about a man who changes his mind: “First, he said he 
liked independent women, so, I played it cool. ...Then, he said he liked ro- 


mantic women, so, I played it hot. . ... ‘Then, he said he liked passive women, so, 
I played it weak. ...'Then, he said he liked strong women, so | crushed his 
head.”! 


‘Truth is, both sexes experience mixed messages from the other sex. If men 
sent these cards, one might say, “First she said she wanted a gentle man, so I be- 
came gentle; then she wanted a strong man; then a successful man; then she 
wanted me home earlier. . . .” Both sexes ideally want it all. The problem comes 
when a woman wants to crush a man’s head for changing his mind while calling 


s 


it her prerogative to change her own. 

All of this reinforces men’s underlying fear: “Speaking up” will be considered 
whining, which will not stimulate women’s instinct to listen, but to.“murder.” A 
bit scary for an emotionally repressed group whose few emotions are expressed 


to the very group buying these cards. 


CONCLUSION 


Man bashing pays. When Hallmark’s Shoebox division can orbit from a “tiny lit- 
tle division” to its biggest division and the second most recognizable name in the 
entire card industry in just a decade (second only to Hallmark itself), we get a 
sense that man bashing pays. When Roseanne and Home Improvement can use 
man-bashing themes to launch two of the most enduring and popular shows of 
the ’90s, we can see that man bashing is a growth industry. When commercials 
can bond with the female consumer by portraying men as not-to-be-trusted mo- 
rons, jerks, and fools, then we know that industry is being seduced to make a 
Faustian deal. 

Unfortunately, the people paying the money are mostly female consumers. 
Consumers who need love, but are paying for hate. I don’t believe any woran or 
man wants to be this way. I do believe we set women up. The Princess Diana, 
romance novel-type. themes are hurting our daughters by giving them expecta- 
tions that make the probability of disappointment much higher for them than for 
men. Yes, our sons have their centerfolds. But they are called pornography, dirty, 
obscene; not romance, love, and coronation balls. 

Man bashing, anger, and criticism of men reinforce traditional roles. They 
place pressure on men to perform to please. To perform more even though men's 
lifespans vis-a-vis women’s went from one year less than women’s to seven years 


less largely from overperforming.' (The expression “the good die young” is just 
another way.of saying the overperformers die young.) 


SOLUTIONS 


Women will bash men who fail to provide until we help our daughters care about 
men who care rather than about men who provide. The moment she expects 
more money from him is the moment she will be angry when she doesn't get 
more money from him. 

Underpinning any solution is the replacement of the perpetrator-victim par- 
adigm with understanding that men are not the enemy, that the option of divorce 
comes with a price of everyone feeling rejected, that men have not changed be- 
cause the pressures on men have not changed—the pressure to work full time, 
by obligation, has not changed; the pressure to risk sexual rejection not by option, 
but by obligation, has not changed; the obligation to pay, to pick a woman up, to 
call her in the morning (vs. her option) has not changed. We have expanded 
women’s options and retained men’s obligations, then complained men haven't 
changed. That must change. 

If we are to revamp the paradigm of our daughters treating iene as 
victims and men as perpetrators, how do we begin? As parents, we have an obli- 
gation to not protect our daughters from rejection so much that when divorce 
creates that experience, or a breakup creates it, it is so devastating that she has 
nowhere to go but to making him the enemy. 

How do we protect less, but protect enough? By exposing our daughters to 
risks of rejection at a time in their life when we can be there to support them 
through it. For example, by making sure our daughters are not just involved in team 
sports (which is crucial), but involved in unsupervised team sports as well, when 
protection from rejection is not immediately available from a sensitive adult. 

By encouraging our daughters to save up so they can afford to ask a boy out. 
If the boy for whom she has spent weeks saving money to ask out rejects her, it 
is at a time in her life when we can hold her, listen to her, and support her to try 
again with another boy. 

Our attitude that sex is dirty and our sons should initiate the dirt is also at 
the heart of the contempt, anger, and mistrust of men experienced by so many 
women (and by our sons of themselves in the form of shame and guilt). How do 
we change that? In part, by resocializing our daughters to be more involved in 
sharing the risks of rejection. How? 

One way is by encouraging our daughters to ask boys out instead of waiting; 
helping them understand that when we control our life directly that means more 
rejection, not less. Encouraging her to inform the boy that if she is interested in 


il 
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being physically intimate, she will initiate, rather than to act passive or flirtatious 
until he initiates. She may not be able to do that, but merely contemplating do- 
ing it will send fear through her that will help her feel compassion for the boy's 
fear. ‘hen she will be more willing, if he initiates before she is ready, to not only 
say “no” but also tell him she will take the next initiative if she changes her mind. 

Jn brief, we are teaching her how to take responsibility to share the risks of 
rejection rather than to have him keep taking the risks, call him a wimp when he 
doesn't do it quickly enough and a date rapist if she said “yes” to him before she 
said “yes” inside of herself. 

How do we introduce these changes into the public consciousness so our 
children don't feel like social guinea pigs? 

‘Terry Rakolta was upset with the sexual humor of the Bundy family on Mar- 
ried .... with Children. She began a one-woman writing campaign to sponsors 
such as McDonald's, Kimberly-Clark, ‘lambrands, and Coca Cola. ‘lhe result? 
Coca Cola promised to screen future episodes; and McDonald's, Kimberly- 
Clark, and ‘lambrands withdrew their commercial sponsorship.'© 

What distinguished Terry from the average letter writer? Homework., She 
monitored every program and documented what they said. And persistence. She 
wrote letters -not one or two, but hundreds, each with more documentation. 
The media interprets one letter as representing thousands of viewers’ thoughts. 
‘lo survive, it needs to depend on our thoughts. Yes, the media magnifies our 


‘propensities, but we create the media even more than it creates us. The media's 


concern is profit. Ratings rule. Meaning we rule. 

We can take the path, then, of influencing sponsors,.or the media. Or we 
can organize a group. Women in New York advertising organized Advertising 
Women of New York, and presented “Best and Worst” awards to advertisers.'™ 
They were surprised at how quickly advertisers, fearful of offending, changed. 


| would mislead, though, if I left the impression that protesting misandry will 


be as easy as protesting misogyny. When Fred Hayward protested man-bashing 


ads in the Los Angeles Times, the Los Angeles Times not only mocked the protest, 
Don't feel bad, Fred. 'Iry to take 
it like a man.”!%?) In brief, expect personal attacks. Don’t take them personally. 
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but the protester. (“Come on, Fred, get tough, 


If you need the taste of success to precede rejection, begin with helping fa- 
ther consciousness. ‘he National Easter Seal Society broke ranks with the Doc- 
tor Mom/Deadbeat Dad tradition with a beautiful ad of a dad without hands 


being a loving, caring dad, reminding us that neither. breasts nor hands make the 


- parent; love and responsibility do.!!° 


No matter where we start, we have the obligation to not leave our sons un- 
comfortable with themselves the way the depression left some of our dads un- 
comfortable with money. 





What a Man Might say 
Wien He tears, Its 
Men in the News, Men in 


ivernment, Men at the 1o- 
Where Are the Women’ 


Our hypothesis is that worthy victims will be featured 
prominently and dramatically, that they will be humanized, 
and that their victimization will receive the detail and 
context in story construction that will generate reader interest 
and sympathetic emotions. In contrast, unworthy victims will 
merit only slight detail, minimal humanization, and little 
context that will excite and enrage. 

E.S. HERMAN AND N. (CHOMSKY, 


Manufacturing Consent 
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INTRODUCTION 


Caitlyn left The Bridges of Madison County feeling a bit bored with her hus- 
band— it had been a long time since a Clint Eastwood had-courted and excited 
her; the following morning she read about a housework study saying men expect 
their wives to pick up after them. Now she was wandering into the bedroom; her 
husband's socks were on the floor. She feels, “Who does he think I am?” 
Caitlyn was experiencing the influence of an attitude toward men generated 
first by the arts (Bridges), and, the next morning, by academia (they did the 
housework study), the government (they funded it), the media (they reported it), 
and the helping professions (they were the sources of interpretation used by the 
media). At times like this, Caitlyn’s husband could feel Caitlyn’s anger even if 
she said -nothing. He responded by withdrawing. Unwittingly, the love between 
them was being contaminated by what I will refer to in this chapter as the “Lace 
Curtain’—the tendency of most major institutions to interpret gender issues 
from only a feminist perspective or from a combination of feminist and female 
perspectives. ! 
Is it true, though, that the male point of view is not being represented? In a 


‘study of more than 1,200 headlines from seven high-circulation Ganadian news- 


papers, women were referred to as victims of violence thirty-five times for each 
one reference to men as victims. Not a single article focused on men.* Compare 
this to the reality: Men are three times as likely to be victims of murder, twice as 
likely to be victims of nondomestic violence, and equally as likely to be victims 
of domestic violence, but the study found that newspapers virtually ignore the vi- 
olence against men in each of these areas— no matter who the perpetrator. 

More discouraging, when violence against men was reported, it was usually 
in statistical and raw data form; women’s was personalized.’ That was in Canada. 
In the United States, neither the government nor academia nor the profession of 
journalism has financed a comparable study or examined why such gaps exist be- 
tween reality and perception on almost every male-female issue. 

One of the most common responses I hear when I introduce some of the 
findings in this book, or from The Myth of Male Power, is an incredulous, “If all 
this is true, why hasn't the media reported it?” Or “If the news likes what's new, 
why are they ignoring new news?” And, as feminists accurately point out, far 
more men than women are on the front pages." ‘To many, this implies a bias in fa- 
vor of men, making it hard to understand why what I discuss goes unseen or un- 
reported-—or seen and distorted? Why? 


THE PARADOX OF THE VISIBLE INVISIBLE MAN 


How can it be true that men make the front pages more often, but men’s under- 
lying issues and internal stories do not? The process of raising money and 
climbing leadership’s ladders that gets a man. on the front page requires 
a man to repress his fears, not express his fears. So a man’s external 
story is visible; his internal story, invisible. Whether on the front page or the 
business pages, we rarely read of a man’s sorrow about coming home too late to 
read his child a bedtime story, or the emotional distance he may be feeling from 
his wife, or what’s worrying him when he can't fall asleep. This is the paradox of 
the visible invisible man. 


If, however, women make the front pages less often, does this mean - 


women’s issues make the front pages less often? No. One of the major functions 
of men who make the front pages is to protect women. In general, men make the 
front pages either when they protect and save us—-or threaten our safety. And 
men are especially concerned about saving and protecting women. So, when the 
president and Congress unanimously pass male-only draft registration and a Vi- 
olence Against Women Act, it is mostly men on the front pages, even though it is 
women being protected. Ditto for Women, Infant, and Children (WIC) programs, 
an Office of Research on Women’s Health, the Learned Helplessness Defense, 
sexual harassment legislation, the prosecution of a man for rape or date rape . . . 
mostly men on the front pages, saving mostly women. 

Men are also on the front pages when they violate women’s safety, whether 
on the level of O.J. Simpson or Clarence Thomas. We sometimes forget that 
those men on the front pages are also portrayed negatively much more often than 
women.’ 

Lets go beyond the front page. The Life/Style/Women’s sections share 
women's internal stories: her experience of divorce, depression, domestic vio- 
lence, remarriage, her “juggling act,” her battles with harassment and discrimi- 
nation, even hėr frustration with the toilet seat being left up. The coverage is 
legal and emotional. We see statistics and tears. 

Conversely, no section shares a man’s personal feelings about losing his wife, 
children, and home after divorce and then being expected to pay for what he 


doesn’t have; we read of him coming home drunk and hitting his wife, but not the 


disappointed dreams that led him to disappear into a bottle; we read the drama 
of her depression, but only the fact of his; the dilemmas of her juggling act are 
not balanced by the dilemmas of his “intensifying act” and “father's catch-22”; we 
don't read long stories about his fears of remarriage, his experience of depression, 


his “life of quiet desperation,” why he doesn't report domestic violence against 
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him, his thoughts of suicide, or his personal story of what he feels like if he can't 
tuck enough money away for his children’s education after the mortgage, insur- 
ance, and orthodontist bills are paid; or what he feels like wanting to make love 
with his wife but not wanting to be a bother. 

We care about men as human doings, not as human beings. We care about 
him as an individual like I care about the individual parts of my car—I care about 
its problems only when it’s causing me problems. Or I care about prevention only 
when lack of prevention will cause me problems. Even when a man’s problems 
are affecting his ability to be a protector, we often refer to his problems from the 
perspective of the problems they create for a woman (he cheated on her; he got 
drunk and hit her). Which is why the other men who make the front pages are 
the villains who are causing us problems. . 

In brief, men’s lives count only to the degree they are heroes who perform for 

- us or save us, or villains who disturb our peace. Women’s lives count more for 
their own sake . . . a woman's pain is every talk show. 

We so rarely inquire of a man’s grief, we forget it exists. When Princess Di 
had her affair, we asked her about her isolation, her depression, her husband's 
aloofness; but when Prince Charles’ had an affair, we accused him of infidelity. 
As a result, billions of women worldwide identified with Princess Di. Few men 
had any male fears with which to identify. 

For millions of years, this attitude was necessary for survival, but it is now 
dysfunctional for our dads and sons having a quality life. And it is destroying love 
between the sexes. ‘ 

Lack of compassion for men’s stories is also dysfunctional to our selection of 
leadership. ‘lhink of the bind Bill Clinton was in as a candidate for president. If 
he had acknowledged his sexual addiction before he became president, we 
would have denied him the presidency. We say we want honesty, but reward de- 
nial. When we force a man to choose between working on himself and his career, 
we encourage denial. And we serve neither him nor the country. Nor do we serve 
women: be they Hillary, Chelsea, Monica, or the millions of women who now 
trust men even less. 

One reason men fear speaking up is that they fear they will be evaluated not 
by the compassion applied to Princess Di, but by the assumptions applied to 
Prince Charles. For.example, when President Clinton had an affair, we didn’t in- 
quire of his emotional isolation or ask compassionately if his and Hillary's politi- 
cal partnerships left him emotionally and sexually starving. Maybe this was not 
the case, but we didn't ask. Until we treat a man. as something other than a re- 
placeable part when we discover him as a human being, he will pose only as a hu- 
man doing. 

My ‘Thus far lve been speaking of men who make the front pages. But they are, 


at best, one tenth of one percent of all men. Meantime, the “invisible” man, the ` Yul 


short order cooks, the truck drivers, the garbage collector, or construction 
worker, the Willy Lomans and Private Ryans of everyday life, have neither their 
external nor internal stories told. 

Because of our dependency on men as saviors, when men fail, we treat them 
differently than women who fail. When women commit crimes, we are told of 
the hardships of their childhood; with men, we are told of the victims of their 
crime. 

Are women prevented from having their external stories told? No. ‘loday 
women are given scholarships and affirmative action to encourage them full-time 
into the world of business and politics; men are given neither to encourage them 
full-time into the world of home and family. 


THE LACE CURTAIN 


Hearing women’s internal stories---without hearing men’s made the world 
seem unfair to women. Ironically, because we didn’t know men’s ‘stories 
were being left out, the more we heard from women, the more we thought 
we'd been neglecting women. Soon it became politically incorrect to inter- 
rupt her flow. So women’s stories became women’s studies, not to be interrupted 
by men’s studies. 

Graduates of women’s studies courses soon controlled yender-related deci- 
sions in almost all large bureaucracies. When an issue about sexual harassment 
or date rape came up on a college campus, the feminists flooded the committees 
concerning these decisions, created the agenda, and decided who would be hired 
as consultants and speakers. 

The problem? Women with backgrounds in women’s studies were not only 
uneducated about men, but often saw men as the problem and women as the so- 
lution. They had demonized men. If someone spoke up against them, they 
weren't just outnumbered, they were labeled sexist. And what we will see in.this 
chapter is how that labeling led to the end of careers in the ’80s and ’90s as 
quickly as being labeled Communist ended careers in the 1950s. 

The power of feminists to allow only a feminist perspective to be aired (in 
every field that dealt with gender issues) came to be labeled the “Lace Curtain.” 

The Iron Curtain shut out opinions considered a threat to Communism. ‘The 
Lace Curtain shuts out opinions considered a threat to feminisin. 

In an Iron Curtain country, capitalist bashing was the norm. In a | ace Cur- 
tain country, man bashing is the norm. The chapter on man bashing hopefully 
made clear the degree to which man bashing is the norm; this chapter on the 
Lace Curtain shows us how each institution, from the government to the school 


WHAT A MAN MIGHT SAY WHEN He HEARS, “IT’s MEN IN THE NEws,... 





WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


system, from the helping professions to the media, produces that outcome, each 
in its own unique way. 

In an Iron Curtain country, being too critical of core Communist tenets 
could cost you your job. Especially if your job was in the government, media, or 
education system. In a Lace Curtain country, being too critical of core feminist 
attitudes (sexual harassment, affirmative action) can cost you your job. Espe- 
cially if your job is in the government, media, or education system. 

The Communist Party achieved this power to censor formally, by revolution 
and by becoming the one-party system of Soviet politics. Feminism achieved this 
power informally, by becoming the one-party system of gender politics: creating 
a new area of study, defining the terms, generating the data, and becoming the 
only acceptable source of interpretation. This chapter explains how this occurred, 
and why. 

Communists came into power by selling the belief that workers were ex- 
ploited by capitalists. Feminists came into power by selling the belief that 
women were exploited by men. Both Communists and feminists defined an en- 
emy and sold themselves as champions of the oppressed. 

Once Communism and feminism successfully defined themselves as pro- 
gressive and morally superior, censoring criticism could be rationalized aspro- 
gressive and morally necessary. 

How do you know if you're part of the Lace Curtain? If you feel more com- 
fortable telling a man-bashing joke than a joke bashing all women. How do you 
know if you're in an organization that’s part of the Lace Curtain? When you tell 
a man-bashing joke and everyone laughs, then tell a women-bashing joke and no 
one laughs. In some organizations, the censorship starts sooner ...we don't 
even think of telling the woman-bashing joke! 

The Lace Curtain is less a “woman thing” than a feminist thing. But femi- 
nism has made woman-as-victim so credible we would sooner think of saving 
whales than saving males. In this respect, almost all of us contribute to the Lace 
Curtain. 

Which institutions create the Lace Curtain? Universities, in all the liberal 
arts, especially at the top-ranked schools; the school system, especially public 
high schools; government, especially at the national and United Nations level, 
the media, especially print media and television; the helping professions, espe- 
cially social work; advertising, especially on television; book publishing, espe- 
cially self-help and textbooks; funding institutions, especially those funding 
health, arts, and university research. Each institution censors and distorts in its 
own unique way. Each reinforces the other like academics citing each other’s re- 
search. . 

" | If your son or daughter is about to enter a top university in the liberal arts, 
] 


he or she will be behind the Lace Curtain. You'll notice it next Christmas. It is an 
leaving many of our daughters with a love-hate relationship toward their dads 

and husbands; when they become mothers of sons, their feelings about men are 
transmitted to their sons, leaving their sons with mixed feelings about them- 
selves. The Lace Curtain, like the Iron Curtain, ultimately hurts even those it 

was intended to benefit: leaving many employers fearful of hiring women; mak- 

ing many of our children fearful of marriage. 

Is the Lace Curtain a conspiracy? No and yes. “No” by the current meaning 
of the word (a covert manipulation), but “yes” by the original Latin, meaning “to 
breathe together” (“spire” means to breathe; “con” means together). If we think of 
a conspiracy as people of a similar consciousness, in essence “breathing to- 
gether,” then the Lace Curtain is a conspiracy. For reasons I discuss in the chap- 
ter on man bashing, it is a “conspiracy” common to industrialized nations. 


How | MET THE LACE CURTAIN: MY PERSONAL JOURNEY 


As I listen to the stories of authors who have tried to articulate men’s issues, | 
hear one experience of censorship after another. Some I will share, but many au- 
thors who are published or still have hopes of being published are afraid to be 
mentioned—“I’m afraid people will assume the real reason is that my work is in- 
ferior”; “I’m afraid it will be seen as sour grapes”; “I’m afraid people will say my 
book didn’t sell well and that’s why I’m so angry”; “I’m afraid . . .” 

I acknowledge all of these fears myself. But I also know that if I don’t prac- 
tice what I preach—that women can’t hear what men don’t say—then I have no 
right to ask other men to take risks I am myself unwilling to take. I know this will 
leave me vulnerable, and I know some people will never read this book because 
they will first read some news account of some distorted version of these per- 
sonal stories that will make them turn off to me before they get started. I can't 
say, “So be it” because I do care—I write to be read. But every man has exactly 
these types of fears when he first begins to share his life experience—that his ca- 
reer, his reputation (his readership) will be hurt. And sometimes, when he 
shares, that is a price he actually pays. 

I-will ask you to assume that if you have a teenage son, or a husband, that he - 
has these same fears, fears that keep a part of him silent even as another part 
speaks. If you are able to hear him in the way of Part I above, you will give him 
your greatest gift. Enough. Here goes. 

When I was first elected to the Board of the National Organization for 
Women (NOW) in-New York City, I was twenty-six. I had never written for a na- 
tional publication. The New York Times sought me out, did a major story on me 
and the men’s groups I was running, and asked me to write an op ed piece. I did. 
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They published it, with hardly a word changed. They asked me to do a second. 
Again they published it with hardly a word changed. And a third . . . 

As long as I was writing from a feminist perspective, the New York 
Times published everything I wrote. Once I began questioning the fem- 
inist perspective, the New York Times published nothing I wrote—not a 
single one of the more than twenty articles I have since submitted to them in the 
two decades that followed. 

Back to the story . 

The New York Times coverage led to the Today Show. During my years speak- 
ing from the feminist perspective, I was a guest on the Today Show three times. 
Once I began articulating men’s perspectives, I was never invited back. I was be- 
ginning to notice a pattern. 

Phil Donahue had apparently seen me on the Today Show and in the New 
York Times and extended an invitation. When we met, we hit it off. He immedi- 
ately invited his first wife (Marjorie) to meet me and dine together. When he and 
Marjorie ran into conflicts, he would call me for advice. After each show, he took 
me to the airport himself. On the seventh show, though, something happened. I 
began to add men’s perspectives. Suddenly, I was not invited back for years. 

When Why Men Are the Way They Are was published, I was eventually in- 
vited for an eighth show. But articulating men’s perspectives, even in balance 
with women’s, led to another six-year hiatus. When The Myth of Male Power 
came out, although it was from the male perspective, it was so much up Don- 
ahue's line of relationships and politics that three producers were vying to be the 
one to produce the show. I was scheduled, with a firm date. The producers con- 
vinced my agent to book me as an exclusive on Donahue. As a result, queries to 
all other American talk shows were dropped. Then something happened. 

The taping kept getting “postponed.” Eventually neither I nor my agents, 
Hilsinger and Mendelson, the most powerful in the book publicity business, 
could reach them. As I was trying to unravel the stonewalling, a Canadian show 
called. They were filled with enthusiasm. But suddenly it, too, kept getting “post- 
poned.” This producer, though, had previously booked me; I could feel the re- 
morse in his voice; so I pressed him for an explanation. 

Finally he caved, “If you promise never to use my name I'll tell you.” I 
promised. Hesitatingly, he started, “We wanted to have a balanced show, so we 
called a couple of feminists—big names—to be on with you. Instead of just re- 
fusing, they said in effect, ‘If you have this guy on, don't expect us to bring our 
next book to you, or supply you with real-life examples to use on your show— 
we'll do that just for Oprah.’ Another one used the moral appeal—something like, 
‘Feminism is opposed to rape and the battering of women; so, if you have him on, 

ih you’d better take responsibility for making women even more vulnerable.’ Once 


the word got out that we were considering you, we got other calls, even one from 7] 
a guy, sort of repeating the same mantra. 

“Warren, most of us saw all this for the attempt at censorship it was, and as 
for me, I was excited by the controversy, but, well, it just took one of our pro- 
ducers (who's never met you and hasn't read your book) to freak out and, before 
we knew it, we were all afraid to stir up her indignation.” Well, there you have it. 
Or... there I had it! 

Two things were happening here. Censorship and the power to not debate. 
Why did many (not all) leading feminists (e.g., Gloria Steinem, Betty Friedan, 
Susan Faludi, and Catharine MacKinnon) refuse to debate? For the same reason 
any one-party system has no interest in debating. When you have the power you 
have little to gain and a lot to lose by debating. When we speak of power cor- 
rupting and absolute power corrupting absolutely, one example is the unwilling- 
ness to debate. It is why no dictator suggests a democracy. The unwillingness 
to debate is part of the corruption of power. 

How powerful is the media—with its desire for the controversy a debate 
generates—in comparison to a leading feminist? I got a hint when I did a show 
with Gloria Steinem in 1986, at a time she viewed me as a 100-percent ally. It 
was on Hour Magazine, a show that was nationally televised at the time. I said, 
“Never-married women often earn more than never-married men, because . . .” 
Gloria looked to host Gary Collins as if to signal “Cut!” Gary Collins, who had al- 
ways treated me with great respect, told me I must have gotten the sexes mixed 
up, and signaled for the producer to jnterrupt the taping. 

Off air, I explained why I had meant what I said. I could see in Gary's and 
Gloria’s faces that I had “turned the screw.” I could feel the segment was being 
redone merely so they could avoid saying directly that it would never be aired. 
And yes, it was never aired. My status changed from regular guest to never being 
invited back. As for Gloria Steinem? Well, she went from being a friend to never 
returning my calls. Thinking a little humor might break the ice, I sent her a phone 
from Toys “R” Us with a dime taped to it. Maybe she doesn’t like Toys “R” Us. 

I had naively believed that leaders as pioneering as I thought Gloria was 
would be delighted to hear of ways in which women were succeeding, Now I had 
to face a deeper fear: that some of my feminist colleagues might have an emo- 
tional investment in women’s victimhood that went so deep as to prevent any dis- 
cussion that might dilute women’s victim status. Since my income came from 
feminist referrals, and since feminist power was solidifying the Lace Curtain, | 
felt, well . . . scared. 

I was eventually to discover that my fear was well founded. My speaking en- 
gagements on college campuses were soon reduced to less than 5 percent- not 
50 percent, but 5 percent—of what they were. 
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It isn’t that many women and even individual feminists were not open 
enough to hearing a different perspective. When I wrote The Myth of Male Power, 
an editor at Modern Maturity, the publication with the largest monthly circula- 
tion in the United States, read it, loved it, felt it would be perfect for the male 
readers, and asked me to write two articles for Modern Maturity. I did. Both arti- 
cles were loved, edited,.approved, paid in full, and scheduled for publication. 

I had just turned fifty, so I was to receive my own copy. I saw it in the mail- 
box and quickly scanned the front cover to see if they gave it special coverage. 
No. Then the table of contents. Nothing. I called the editor. She apologized and 
said they had “changed focus” at the last minute. But something in her voice said 
“cover-up.” I asked the editor to be honest. She was. She explained that one fem- 
inist researcher, who admittedly could. find nothing wrong with the research, 
nevertheless protested. Loudly. The management became afraid. The editor felt 
as awful as I did. 

` One day, I received a call from Glamour magazine. They had done excerpts 
from Why Men Are the Way They Are when other women’s magazines had passed. 
So I was especially happy when both Glamour and one of my favorite editors 
there wanted to co-author a major article with me: “How Does Sex Really Feel to 
Men?” Here was the deal: I do the research; she does the writing Glamour-style. 

Fine. So I did the research. 

I found that many men felt sex was better with less-attractive women. In one 
man’s words, “The most attractive women I’ve been with have been the worst 
lovers.” A few had good experiences with.women a little overweight. One ex- 
plained, “There's kind of a maternal quality that I find very arousing, comforting, 
very erotic.” | 

The editor loved the material—to her it felt unique and suggested that many 
different types of women could be loved. But a top Glamour editor marked these 
very findings with “T’d drop this.” Finally, the entire piece was canned. ‘The ex- 
cuse? “Nothing original.” The editor was shocked. She knew the real reason: 
Glamour isn't selling slightly overweight, less-attractive women. 

In this case, my findings were compatible with those of virtually every femi- 
nist: Put less emphasis on the beautiful, young, quasi-anorexic woman. The cen- 
sorship came instead from a different portion of the Lace Curtain—a traditional 
women’s magazine, the portion of the Lace Curtain whose investment is not in 
victim power, but in what I call “genetic celebrity” power:® the power of a 
woman’s youth and beauty to garner her attention, “love,” dinners, dates, and di- 
amonds due largely to her genes—without her having to earn it. 

Traditional women’s magazines—the genetic-celebrity-power portion of the 
Lace Curtain—know that the more a woman has an investment in her genetic 


NAA celebrity power, the more insecure she-is about her youth and beauty. They know 





a woman’s insecurity leads to her buying makeup. Why? Makeup is what a mA 
woman uses to “make up” the gap between the genetic celebrity power 
she wants to have and the genetic celebrity power she believes she has. 
The greater the investment in her beauty, the greater the gap she feels, the 
deeper her insecurity, and the larger her purchases. Thus my findings—that men 
found that women who overly focused on beauty and weight were too controlled 
to be good lovers—were not exactly what Glamour wanted to hear. I was discov- 
ering that each portion of the Lace Curtain wanted to hear only those men’s feel- 
ings that they wanted to hear. 

Perhaps the most ironic story is still “in process.” For more than three years, 
I have been told I was too politically incorrect to be on Politically Incorrect! Stu- 
art Pedersen, at the time a paid consultant to the show, finally wrote me, “As if 
you didn’t know, Politically Incorrect is clearly censoring you. They're afraid of 
you.” 

If my experiences were unique I probably wouldn't have the courage to share 
them here. For me, part of what I learn from women and feminists is the value of 
sharing what is “private,” helping each of us to determine whether our “personal” 
experiences are also political ones. Even with that, I may still not have the 
courage to share these stories had my reception not been so positive for so long 
when I was writing only from the feminist perspective. . 

In a moment I'll share some of these other men’s perspectives, but first, 
there are two feminists who refer to themselves as dissident feminists~—Camille 
Paglia and Christina Hoff Sommers—who have also met the Lace Curtain head 
on. Camille Paglia has not hesitated to speak publicly of being booked on shows f 
and then hearing producers’ tales of the feminists calling to persuade them to 
drop her. Because she receives so many death threats, her answering machine an- 
nounces that she doesn’t personally open packages sent to her. | 

When Christina Hoff Sommers wrote Who Stole Feminism? CBS's Eye to 
Eye was doing a special on her. When the show was aired, Connie Chung pub- 
licly announced on the show that she was surprised to receive phone calls from 
so many feminists, including Gloria Steinem personally, trying to pressure the 
producer into not having the show aired. To CBS's credit, and in particular to the 
credit of reporter Bernard Goldberg, they did not cave. 

Men from the United States to England who have tried to express men’s per- 
spectives on a broad range of issues have found themselves similarly censored. 

A colleague of-mine wrote letters to the editor of The Nation for years. Noth- 
ing published. Finally he signed his name “Stephanie” rather than Steve.” Pub- 
lished. American authors Asa Baber and Jack Kammer, both balanced and 
articulate, and British authors Neil Lyndon and David Thomas, both of whom 


met with success before they tried to articulate men’s perspectives, could not 


WHAT A MAN MIGHT SAY WHEN HE HEARS, “IT’S MEN IN THE NeEws,... 


WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


garner among them a single review or article in the New York Times, Newsweek, 
or Time.” As a result, Neil and David basically forfeited their expertise on men’s 
issues; Asa, a Playboy columnist with hundreds of thousands of readers, wrote no 
more books; and Jack has been unsuccessful in getting his next book published. 

The British authors, unpublished in the United States, experienced a differ- 
ent type of Lace Curtain treatment in Britain. Neil Lyndon, author of No More 
Sex War, explains; “he reviews avoided what | said and attacked me personally, 
saying | must be impotent or angry because I couldn't get a girlfriend. I happened 
to be involved with a stunningly beautiful woman, but the truth was irrelevant. 
And then, I was invited to speak at the Cambridge Union [the British pinnacle 
of intellect and debate]. It was at the time of the threats to Salmon Rushdie’s life, 
about which all intellectuals were outraged. When 1 finished speaking, the pres- 
ident of the Cambridge Union, a woman,- said in no uncertain terms that my 
book should be burned. Some weeks later, a student told me her history profes- 
sor said in class that I should be shot. Shot! ‘lo me it is too ironic that the same 
people who are outraged at the censorship of Salmon Rushdie are so quick to 
censor anything confronting feminism and are blind to their own hypocrisy.” 

At least Neil did not experience the death threats encountered by Camille 
Paglia, or the ostracism experienced by Suzanne Steinmetz, Richard Gelles, and 
Murray Straus when they published their findings showing women batter equally 
(see the chapter on domestic violence). 


HOW THE LACE CURTAIN WORKS: THE EIGHT-STEP PLAN 
t. BY THE TRAINING OF FEMINISTS IN WOMEN’S STUDIES’ PROGRAMS 


WHO THEN BECOME THE ONLY EXPERTS ON GENDER IN ALL 
INSTITUTIONS WORKING ON GENDER QUESTIONS 


In the process, the three other major perspectives of the gender dialogue go un- 


represented. ‘The perspectives of: 


¢ nontraditional men who feel both sexes’ traditional role needs changing, 
and both sexes need equal compassion in making that transition. This 
group sees itself as temporarily focused on men’s issues, but ultimately 
being part of a gender transition movement. ‘They believe that historically 
neither sex was a victim, they both had roles necessary to survival. (Al- 
though this is the group with which I identify, I do not believe it should 


be more than one-fourth of the gender discussion.) 


°- traditional women--the 65 percent of women who do not consider then- 


selves feminists (according to a CNN-Time poll’). 


> traditional men. the equivalent of the 65 percent of women who do not 
consider themselves feminists. ‘his includes men who expect them- 
selves to be the sole and primary breadwinners, as well as the more orga- 
nized Promise Keepers and men agreeing with Rush Limbaugh. 

The effect? Almost every aspect of male-female relationships is studied and 
legislated from the feminist point of view, not the traditional female or male 
point of view or the perspective of the nontraditional male. Within the feminist 
point of view, we will see how the victim feminist perspective dominates those of 
empowerment feminists in the areas that apply to the Lace Curtain. 

This bias is not stagnant. It can begin anywhere in the system and spread 
like the ripple begun by a pebble tossed in a pond. Feminists in the women’s bu- 
reau of the department of labor may subcontract a study to academic feminists, 
the results of which are promoted to a feminist media, which does not question 
the bias, and the resulting hard news and soft news create public support for 
politicians to create legal changes that in turn fund more feminist academic and 
government studies. 

This gives feminist perspectives so much value the system “buys” more fem- 
inists. How? 


2. BY AWARDING FEMINISTS WITH HONORS, SCHOLARSHIPS, 
AND CAREERS ` 


We will see below the 1,700 funding sources for women and the complete lack 
of comparable sources for men; the way 30,000 women’s studies courses support 
professors who think feminist and teach feminist, while virtually no comparable 
men’s studies courses exist with teachers who think “masculist,” if you will; the 
way the human resource and development divisions of most large corporations 
allow only a feminist approach to gender, thus creating careers for tens of thou- 
sands of additional feminists. Even some of the most prestigious awards, like 
Pulitzer Prizes and National Book Awards, are given to women with feminist 
worldviews, like Susan Faludi and ‘loni Morrison, but never to a man or woman 
who specializes in men’s issues. 

With the Lace Curtain’s structure and funding intact, its next step is defin- 


ing the issues and nonissues, the heroes and villains. It does this . . . 


3. BY DEFINING TWO-SEX ISSUFS FROM ONLY 
THE WOMAN’S PERSPECTIVE 


Thus, we discuss domestic violence against women, not domestic violence against 
men; we study schools from the perspective of the neglect to our daughters, not 
our sons; we défine health issues as women’s health, not the thirty-four neglected 
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areas of men’s health outlined below; we define work in the home as housework, 
remaining blind to the fifty-plus areas of men’s contributions; we discuss dating 
from the girls’ perspective of boys coming on too strong, not boys’ perspective of 
fearing being rejected or their feelings about girls not sharing the risks of rejec- 
tion. 

Even if men (e.g., legislators) are competing to solve the problem, 
they are competing to solve a Lace Curtain definition of the problem. 
The men may be accused of male dominance, but they are actually working for 


women—-dominated by women’s concerns without even knowing men's exist. 


4. BY CREATING VICTIM DATA TO CATALYZE “VICTIM POWER” 


Female-as-victim data is publicized, male-as-victim data ignored. We saw in the 
previous chapters how men-as-equal-victim-of-domestic-violence data has been 
kept out of the public consciousness for a quarter-century. The best way to ignore 
data is to not ask questions to discover it to begin with. Thus we see below how 
the Census Bureau asks only women about child support payments. And finally, 
victim data is also created by falsification, as we saw with the United Nations fal- 
sification of housework data. | 

When the problem is worse for American men, as with suicide or circumci- 
sion, someone whose thinking is confined by the I.ace Curtain finds a country in 
which it is as bad for women and headlines it as worse for women. Then they 
portray this as a woman's problem that is caused by men or patriarchy. 

The effect? Woman-as-victim catalyzes the protector instinct in all of us, 
leading us to create advantages for women, from affirmative action and scholar- 
ships to special legal defenses. It creates female Victim Power. This tempts fem- 
inists to ignore data and perspectives emphatic to men for fear of destroying this 
female Victim Power. 

Does male victim data catalyze a parallel male Victim Power? No. It cat- 
alyzes the “cringe response.” Why? Our fear that a man who needs help cannot 
protect. Cringe. 


5. BY MAKING ILLEGAL THE PROBLEMS GROWING OUT OF THE 
TRADITIONAL MALE ROLE AND IGNORING THE PROBLEMS GROWING 
OUT OF THE TRADITIONAL FEMALE ROLE 


Men are more likely to have to pay child support, so child support enforcement 
(via the garnishment of men’s wages or putting them in prison) is a major issue; 
women are more likely to deny a parent access to children, but the enforcement 
of laws against visitation denial has almost no teeth. Similarly, men are more 
likely to rape, so we expand the ability to prosecute rape; women are more likely 
to register false accusations of rape, but we ignore even the data telling us that. 


Since women’s new role is working outside the home, women’s equal right to AY 
the workplace is a major issue; men’s equal right to the homeplace and to fa- 
thering are minor issues. Since men are more likely to supervise women at work, 
yet are still expected to take the direct sexual initiatives, we call it sexual harass- 
ment when that process doesn’t work for the woman. But we ignore the problems 
that grow out of the traditional female role of indirect initiative-taking and fe- 
male youth-sex-and-beauty power. For example, when Monica Lewinsky used 
her sexual advantage to gain access to President Clinton thirty-seven times, be- 
` come a millionaire, and almost ruin the President in the process, should her col- 
leagues be able to sue for unfair access? Should damages be awarded to future 
interns to compensate for the suspicion with which they will be viewed? We do 
not attempt to make illegal the problems growing out of the female role. 

The effect? Once the man is portrayed as perpetrator, the perpetrator’s story 
is suspect and the media is hesitant to cross-examine the presumed “victim’”—it 
doesn’t want to appear to be “blaming the victim,” or “not believing the victim.” 
Thus the media drops its investigative mandate. 


6. BY NEGLECTING TO DEFINE MEN’S ISSUES 


Other men’s issues, like the lack of a men’s birth control pill, male-only execu- 
tions, male-only draft registration, men’s health, equal pay for equal dating, or 
false accusations of domestic violence or child molestation, especially during cus- 
tody battles, are not defined in the public consciousness at all. — 


7. BY LABELING PEOPLE WHO DISAGREE WITH VICTIM FEMINISM AS 
“SEXIST,” AND IF THEY PERSIST, PUTTING THEIR CAREERS AT RISK 


While feminist thinking is honored and turned into careers, the reverse is true of 
nonfeminist thinking. I am often approached by men when speaking to corpora- 
tions about their fears of being honest about women in the workplace. I recall a 
man at Bell Atlantic who said, “If I suggested that at seven P.m., the only people ` 
left in my department are men—and that’s why we get promoted faster—I'd be 
setting myself up to never be promoted again!” 


8. BY MEN’S SILENCE 


The reasons for men’s:silence and the price it exacts are the theme of this book, 
so no explanation required here except that without it the Lace Curtain would 
not exist. 


Together it has become as hard for men to have their issues heard in industrial- 
ized countries as it was for capitalists to have had their issues heard in the Soviet 
Union between 1917 and the advent of glasnost. 
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The Lace Curtain operates through the government, education, the media, 
and the helping professions. The government first. 


GOVERNMENT AND FUNDING: MANUFACTURING 
WOMAN-AS-VICTIM 


Special funding for women only was based on the belief that-women were in the 
minority. In those areas in which that has changed, the belief is an anachronism 
and, therefore, the funding is sexism. 


LACE CURTAIN RESEARCH AND THE FUNDING IT FINDS 


Now that men are in the minority in college (45 percent) and boys are doing 
worse in almost all subjects except math and science in high school, as well as 
dropping out, committing suicide, and’ suffering learning disabilities at much 
higher rates, we would expect special financial aid to be available to boys—per- 
haps even more than to girls. Not the case. 

The Directory of Financial Aids for Women, 1999-2001 describes “more than 
1,700 funding programs . . . set aside specifically for women.” This represents 
billions of dollars in female-only financial aid.'° Much of the funding is directly 
or indirectly paid for by taxpayers. There is no equivalent directory for men. But 
you probably knew that. 

Studies are done when studies are funded. If the area is gender, the funding 
is feminist. | 

Although women dominate the humanities, grants to study male-female is- 
sues given by the National Endowment for the Humanities are given almost ex- 
cessively to study only women, and ‘from only a feminist perspective. For 
example, $27,500 went for “Witchcraft Beliefs and the History of Thought in An- 
cient Mesopotamia.”"! What is distinctly missing are studies relevant to both 
sexes knowing how to improve their lives, such as “The Impact of Stepdad vs. Bi- 
ological Father Involvement in Divorced Families.” 

The pattern is the same with the National Endowment for the Arts using, for 
example, $37,500 of our money to fund exhibits titled “A Woman's Life Isnt 
Worth Much,” but virtually nothing on men’s lives. 

Other studies are conducted more directly by the government, such as the 


‘Census Bureau. Let’s look. 


Remember the headlines we read telling us how little men pay in child sup- 
port, based on Census Bureau figures? All these Census Bureau figures are based 
on the reports of women. And only women. 

Only recently did the government commission a special survey including 


men. ‘The men reported paying almost 40 percent more than the women re- 





ported receiving (between 80 percent and 93 percent of what the court had or- } alt 


dered), plus more payments in full and on time.!? 

Why haven't we seen any “Men Pay 80 to 93 Percent” headlines? Because as 
soon as the men’s perspective was discovered to be so different, the 
Family Support Administration had the study discontinued—it was not 
released.'* Which is another way of saying “censored.” This does not mean, of 
course, that the men’s figures are more accurate than the women’s. Only that 
they deserve to be equally heard. l 


THE MURDER OF ALL JUSTICE 


In the chapter on domestic violence, much of the censorship 1 discussed em- 
anated from the U.S. Department of Justice. It was the Department of Justice 
that censored abuse by women from a 1979 poll. Finally some professors discov- 
ered the data on the original computer tape.!? The Bureau of Justice Statistics’ 
“Murder in Families” stressed women-as-victims although its own raw data 
showed 55.5 percent male and 44.5. percent female victims of family murder.!® 
Similarly, it issued a report on Violence Against Women," but none on Violence 
Against Men—despite the fact that two-thirds of the violence is against men. We 
saw also how the FBI hides the female method of killing by contract by calling it 
a multiple-offender killing.'® 

I am unaware of a single government source with a focus on family or gen- 
der that does not now have a strong feminist bias. Some are bureaus of feminist 
bias. | 


LABOR IN THE WOMEN’S BUREAU 


You’ve probably read that men earn more than women for the same work. Most 
of us believe it. That statistic evolves from data compiled by the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Labor. But the Department of Labor has only a Women’s Bureau, not a 
Men's Bureau. Thus we are given raw data that tells us women earn 77 cents for 
each dollar earned by men, but no Men's Bureau looks beyond the surface to 
show us what's missing. 

What’s missing? In the research for a forthcoming book (25 Ways to Higher 
Pay), 1 discovered that men behave differently toward the workplace from 
women in twenty-five different ways. All these ways lead to men earning more, 
but for very different work (more-hazardous jobs, more technical professions like 
engineering or brain surgery), very different behavior at work (longer hours, work- 
ing night shifts), and very different efforts to obtain the work (working in much less 
enticing locations [Alaskan oil rigs, coal mines], commuting further, relocating 
more, working overseas), and so on. 


The Women’s Bureau gives us breakdowns by all the categories in which ’ 
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men outearn, women, but these twenty-five differences that tell us why men earn 
more aren't mentioned; and areas in which women outearn men (entry-level en- 
gineers or mechanics) do not become press releases or stories in our local paper. 
The biases are reinforced by an American school system in which only 58 per- 
cent of high school students in 1999 understand even the very basics of supply 
and demand.! So it does not compute to 42 percent of students that when men 
choose labor that, fewer people want to do (because of those twenty-five types of 
hardships), it means their pay will be higher because of supply and demand, not 
discrimination. (And higher pay is usually why the men choose that labor.) 

Once this Lace Curtain bias (reinforced by a women’s bureau without a 
men’s bureau) is in our psyches, it creates the political justification for others: 
Equal Pay Day is established.” Vice President Gore not only says that women 
are paid less for the same work, but that more competent women are deprived of 
jobs before less competent men. He doesn't mention affirmative action as the le- 
gal requirement for the opposite to be permitted. Then the Council of Economic 
Advisers reports women earn only 75 cents.to men’s dollar. 

This confluence of misinformation creates the political atmosphere that al- 
lows President Clinton to announce tripling the mechanisms to enforce penal- 
ties for discrimination against women for the fiscal 2000 budget.?! A public 

' service campaign will inform women of their rights. Enter a new millennium of. 
lawsuits. For what are the lawsuits a substitute? Women knowing the other 
twenty-five ways they can receive higher pay. ‘These would make their company 
need them more rather than fear them more. That’s the difference between vic- 


tim feminism and empowerment feminisin. 


THE OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON WOMEN’S HEALTH... 
AND THE DEATHS OF Our Sons, HuSBANDS, AND DADS 


There is no misuse of the lace Curtain that is killing our fathers and their sons 
more than its misuse in the area of men’s and women’s health. We all benefit 
from more research on both sexes’ health. So why have we been focusing on 
women’s health during the past three decades to such a degree that we have an 
Office of. Research on Women’s Health but none on men’s health? Because we 
were told by government leaders and feminist activists that women’s health re- 
search received only 10 percent of all health research funding. We were not told 
“men's research receives only 5 percent of government funding (the other 85 percent 
is for nongender-specific research, such as cellular, blood, DNA, etc.).22. 

In certain areas, women’s health research was neglected. We were led to be- 
lieve that is because we didn’t care about women. The opposite was true. Men, 
and especially male prisoners, military men, and African-American men, were 

AIP the most likely to be the guinea pigs for the testing of new drugs because we 





cared less if men and prisoners died. That is, we used men for experimental re- i] 
search for the same reason we use rats for experimental research. 

Two points are important here: What neglect there was of women came 
from protecting women too much. A core theme of this book is the “female 
protection paradox”: that protecting women hurts women. This is just one 
example. Second, the neglect was limited to certain areas of women’s health— 
overall women’s health research has long exceeded men’s.”? 

Notice, though, that we are not being told that we needed to pay attention 
to women’s and men’s health. The women’s health message has, ironically, 
been a competitive one: women neglected, men not. And it has been a 
blaming one: “The male medical community cares more about men.” 

The result? Most of the world assumes women just “naturally” live longer 
than men. They are unaware that in 1920, for example, American men died only 
one year sooner than women; today, they die seven years sooner.** While dozens 
of studies are being done on the possible damage of silicone breast implants, the 
causes of men dying seven years sooner are virtually ignored. Nor are most of us 
aware of how quickly men’s health is deteriorating. When I wrote The Myth of 
Male Power in 1993, the gap between male and female suicide was 3.9 to 1; now 
it is 4.5 to 1 (see table). In Great Britain, there is a recent 339 percent increase 
in male suicides by hanging alone.” | 

Even as we are increasingly hearing that women die of heart disease as often 
as men, we are not hearing that when most women die of heart disease, men 
have been long dead. Here are the age-adjusted death rates for the ten leading 
causes of death.” 


10 LEADING CAUSES OF DEATH 
(AGE-ADJUSTED) 


MALE TO FEMALE 


RATIO 
l. Pismased of heart 1.8 tol 
2, Cancerous cysts 1.4 tol 
3. Cerebrovascular diseases 1.2to 1l 
4. Obstructive lung disease 1.5 tol 
5. Accidents and adverse effects 2.4 to | 
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6. Pneumonia and influenza 1.6 tol 
‘7. Diabetes Mellitus 1.2 tol 
8. AIDS (HIV) 4.3 tol 
9. Suicide 45tol 
10. Chronic liver disease and cirrhosis 2.4 to l 


Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Vital Statistics Report, Vol. 47, No. 9, 
November 10, 1998, p. 5, Table B 


In a sense, our sons, husbands, and dads pay a “10 percent disposability tax” 
when they are born male. And more important, something can be done about it. 
Men are less likely than women to have health care coverage, a gap that has 
widened again recently.”’ And 94 percent of those dying from work-related injuries 
(on construction sites, or as truckers, roofers, cab drivers) are men,? yet the United 
States has only one job safety inspector for every six fish and game inspectors.” 

What is the U.S. government doing about this disposability of almost half its 
population? It is identifying women as the at-risk group in its draft of “Healthy Peo- 
ple 2010,” the blueprint for legislation and funding for the first decade of the new 
millennium. It is treating women’s eating disorders as more important than men’s 
suicides, or men’s heart disease, or men’s occupational deaths, or men’s seven- 
year-shorter lifespan. More precisely, it is virtually ignoring the causes of men dy- 
ing. Overall, it specifies thirty-eight health objectives for women, two for men.2° 

The blindness to males at risk hurts our sons. Testicular cancer is one of the 
most common cancers in men age fifteen to thirty-four. When detected early, 
there is an 87 -percent survival rate.*! We educate women to examine their 
breasts, but few parents even know how to teach their fourteen-year-old son to 
examine his testicles. Girls’ suicide rate is decreasing and boys’ is increasing. As 
boys experience the pressures of the male role, their suicide rate increases 
25,000 percent.** The suicide rate for men over eighty-five is 1,350 percent 
higher than for women of the same age group.*? . 

Each of these groups of men would benefit from media that ran articles ed- 
ucating men, or the establishment of hotlines for men contemplating suicide, 
along with Public Service Announcements letting men know the symptoms of 
suicide or testicular cancer. Part of the reason men die sooner is that men go to 
the doctor less. Which implies we should be educating men more. Instead we 


Y i educate men less. 


What could “Healthy People 2010” be identifying as an agenda for men’s | 
health? Here are thirty-four neglected areas, for starters. Notice the leading 
cause of death among men—heart disease—is not on here because that is not a 


neglected area (perhaps because it is also the leading cause of death among 


women?). And notice also how many of these areas we've barely heard of and, 


therefore, have little emotional investment in doing something about. That's just 
the point—we can't care about what we don't hear about. 


NEGLECTED AREAS OF MEN’S HEALTH 


l. 


2. 


10. 


l1. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 


16. 


17. 
18. 


19. 
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a men’s birth control pill 


suicide 


. PTSD (post-traumatic stress disorder) 

. circumcision as a possible trauma-producing experience 
. the male midlife crisis 

. dyslexia 

. autism 

. the cause of male violence 


. criminal recidivism 


street homelessness among veterans (85 percent of street homeless are 
men; about 4 veterans). 


steroid abuse 
color blindness 
testicular cancer 
prostate cancer 
BPH—benign prostatic hyperplasia 


lifespan; why the male-female gap increased from one to seven years; so- 
lutions 


hearing loss over thirty 
erectile dysfunction: the. positive functions. and non-drug-related cures 


nonspecific urethritis 
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il 


20. 


21. 


22. 
23. 
24. 


25. 


26. 


27. 
28. 


29. 


30. 


31. 


32. 
33. 


34. 


epididymitis (a disease of the tubes that transmit sperm) 


DES sons (diethylstilbestrol, a drug women took in the 1940s and ’50s to 
prevent miscarriages; the problems it created in daughters were attended 
to, while the sons’ problems were neglected)* 


hemophilia 
ADHD (attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder)— alternatives to Ritalin 
workplace deaths (93 percent men) and injuries 


institutions turning backs on HGH (human growth hormone) abuse 
among male athletes/body builders, the damage of artificial turf 


concussions, and the cumulative damage from multiple concussions 


(football) 
male testosterone reduction between fifty and seventy 


infertility (40 percent of infertility is male; NIH has increased female in- 
fertility research, but has no research for male infertility) 


depression (women cry, men deny; women check it out, men tough it out; 
women express, men repress); Rand Corporation finds 70 percent of 
male depression goes undetected 


being victim of domestic violence; unwillingness to report battering 


chlamydia as a creator of heart disease in men between ages of thirty and 
sixty”? 


estrogen transference to men during intercourse*® 
Viagra’s effect on heart disease, stress, and marital communication 


LSD (lower sexual desire) Syndrome (seen in more than half of men be- 
tween twenty-five and fifty)?” 


In some of these areas, such as sexually transmitted diseases, we think of 


women being more at risk. Yet men are more at risk than women for chlamydia, 
gonorrhea, and syphilis,** and are over four times as likely to die of AIDS. Other 
areas, such as Viagra and erectile dysfunction, have been in the news a lot lately, 
but we've only begun to understand the effects of Viagra; and erectile “dysfunc- 


tion,” as I explain in the chapter on helping men express feelings, is often quite 


functional. 


‘The chance of a man in the United States dying of prostate cancer is now 


; 


about 20 percent greater than the chance of a woman dying of breast cancer.?9 Al 
Yet the government spends almost four times as much money on breast cancer as 

it does on prostate cancer.” This has, at least, improved from the almost 7 to 1 

ratio I announced in 1993 in The Myth of Male Power. Advocacy for prostate can- 

cer has had an impact. 

However, government spending creates only part of the prostate 
cancer/breast cancer gap. It is impossible to get a figure on the private spending 
gap, but I estimate it to be approximately 20:1. And this does not include the 
“special efforts gap,” such as the U.S. Post Office printing special 40-cent stamps 
to raise more than $25 million dollars for breast cancer research.*! No stamp 
raises money for prostate cancer research. 

How does this impact the life of our dads? Consider one thing: In the 1920s, 
a new operation for an enlarged prostate replaced the old method. For sixty years, 
no one studied the records to determine if the new operation was as beneficial. 
When they did, it was found that the new operation resulted in a 45 percent 
greater chance of dying within five years of surgery. When this was discovered, it 
was discovered by a Canadian researcher—no U.S. taxpayer spent a penny on 
it.4? If breast cancer researchers did not have funds to check for sixty years which 
form of surgery killed more women, the outcry would have been ferocious, and 
justifiably so. 


CAN A LACE CURTAIN GOVERNMENT EXAMINE ITSELF? 


The Lace Curtain’s power exists even in male-dominated institutions. For exam- 
ple, Dr. Charles McDowell, formerly of the U.S. Air Force’s Office of Special In- 
vestigations, discovered that 27 percent of Air Force women who claimed they 
had been raped later admitted making false accusations of rape.*? The admission 
usually came when they. were asked to take a lie detector test. With these admit- 
ted false accusations he was able to develop thirty-five criteria distinguishing 
false accusations and those known to be genuine. Three independent judges 
then examined the remainder of the cases. Only if all three reviewers indepen- 
dently concluded the original rape allegations were false did they rank them as 
“false.” The total of false allegations became 60 percent. Rather than publicize 
the study as an antidote to the Tailhook scandal, the study was buried. 
Dr. Charles McDowell was ostracized and moved—the Air Force equiv- 
alent of being sent to Siberia. 

The states cross-examine their criminal justice systems by forming commis- 
sions on gender bias. These commissions invariably find the criminal justice sys- 
tem guilty of discrimination against women. However, these “government” 
commissions are not really government commissions—they are feminist com- 
missions. That is, the government pays the National Organization for Women 
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and the mostly feminist National Association of Women fudges to choose which 
issues to research and which to ignore.** ‘hey are government commissions only 
in the sense that they are paid for by the government--. meaning us. Even the key 
staff members are typically feminist activists.*?. 

Here are some of the ways their conclusions are reached. Data: For the same 
crime, women are more likely to go free on probation; men are more likely to get 
prison sentences. Conclusion: Women are victims of discrimination because 
women receive longer periods of probation!** Fallacy: Duh . . . 

Data: There are fewer women’s prisons than men. Conclusion: Women are 
the victims of discrimination because this forces relatives to go farther to visit 
them. Fallacies: Women receiving probation and shorter sentences for the same 
crime is part of what leads to fewer women’s prisons. Second, there is rarely any 
need for more than one women’s prison near a city because so few women are in 
prison; if more women than men were in prison the commissions would doubt- 
less claim this is a result of women’s poverty and downtrodden status-—discrim- 
ination in the society against women. ‘Third, locating a prison away from a city 
makes it much easier to create a setting that is more like a country home and set 
up open grounds for women and children to play. And yes, there is a trade-off--. 
as a result, there are fewer women’s prisons near cities and relatives do have to 
travel farther. | 

Similarly, the commissions were able to see how women’s prisons need to 
pay attention to problems unique to women, but not problems more connnon 
among men, such as guards turning their backs on male-to-male rape; they focus 
on the overcrowding in women’s prisons whilé barely acknowledging the more in- 
tense overcrowding in men’s prisons. 

When I wrote of these biases on the commissions’ part in ‘The Myth of Male 
Power, a Philadelphia ‘I'V station decided to do an exposé on my book by show- 
ing how much worse the situation was for women. ‘lo their credit, they acknowl- 
edged that everything I had mentioned was true; off the air, they revealed to me 
that they had set out to disprove the book. 

Sadly, when a Philadelphia TV station investigates, it has little impact on 
policy. ‘lhe New York ‘limes, with more than enough staff to investigate these 
conclusions and have an enormous impact on policy, instead reports these con- 
clusions without questioning them.‘ 

A feminist government commission on gender bias is the equivalent of a Re- 
publican government commission on political party bias. If a political party did 
this, we'd call it a scandal; when feminists do this, it’s called official. It is one 
more example of the way feminism has become gender politics’ one-party sys- 
tem. 


While feminists gain credibility from the government's labeling of feminist 





findings as official, the government itself adds to its credibility by giving grants it 
for the research to be done by feminists in top universities. In turn, feminists i 
who obtain.these grants become sources of income for universities, and their 
publications become sources of promotion for the feminist professors. All of this 
is happening despite it being against the law, in the same way McCarthyism hap- 
pened despite the constitutional guarantee for freedom of speech. 

Because statistics can be so easily manipulated, it is necessary for them to 
always emanate from sources in which there are balances of power. Men do not 
speak up, organize, or publicize, so biases against women are eliminated and bi- 
ases against men remain. I would object as much if government statistics were 
written up only by masculist writers who felt women’s methods of killings were 
the only ones worth highlighting. . . 

The government funding gender studies almost exclusively by feminists is 
like the Department of Agriculture funding tobacco studies almost exclusively by 
Marlboroists. ‘To be a scholar is not to pre-define a perspective. Saying “feminist 
scholar” is like saying Republican scholar.. 


EDUCATION OR MS. EDUCATION?: WHERE THE 
LACE CURTAIN IS WOVEN 


‘Title IX theoretically prevents gender discrimination in education.” Yet universi- 
ties openly discriminate in favor of women even though girls are now both enter- 
ing and graduating from college at a rate of 55 percent compared to boys’ 45 
percent.” If sexism against girls were the issue, African-American girls would not 
receive 57 percent of all professional degrees awarded to African-Americans.° 

Despite this, universities have special programs that not only favor female 
students, but also female staff and faculty. Even in majors like education, in 
which men are desperately needed, we have Centers for the Education of 
Women, but no Centers for the Education of Men. 

For example, at the University of Michigan, the Michigan Agenda for 
Women was designed to help only female faculty and staff be promoted and re- 
tained and to help only female students get special assistance and scholarships.*! 
This Agenda for Women is the umbrella for many men-need-not-apply programs 
at the University of Michigan. Some examples: the Center for the Education 
of Women; for the female faculty, the Institute for Research on Women and 
Gender annually offers forty research awards at $5,000 each (obviously to do re- 
search on the various ways in which women are subjected to gender discrimina- 
tion!); for undergraduate women there is a residential program called WISE 
(Women in Science and Fducation); for junior-level female faculty a program 
called SHARE (Senior Hiring and Recruitment Effort)-permits departments to 
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promote thirty-one junior level female faculty to the senior level; and a program 
on Women of Color in the Academy specializes accordingly.. 

There are no equivalent special programs for men. At the University of 
Michigan or anywhere else. Even in fields in which our sons are in the minority, 


such as all the arts, humanities, social sciences, and languages. 


“WE Don’t NEED MEN’s STUDIES... History Is 
MEN’s STUDIES, RIGHT?” 


Women’s studies courses are the seeds from which the forest of feminism has 
grown. They are the Lace Curtain’s womb. | 

Over 30,000 women’s studies courses are currently offered at American uni- 
versities. There are about 700 majors or minors offered on American campuses.” 
If we're looking for predictors for the next millennium, try California: The entire 
California State University system requires women’s studies courses as part of 
their curriculum. Nationwide, between a quarter and a third of the universities 
now require women’s studies courses for graduation. __ 

A study of college courses at fifty-five major universities found that every Ivy 
League school, with the exception of Princeton, “now offers more courses in 
women’s studies than economics, even though economics majors outnumber 
‘women’s studies majors by roughly 10 to 1.”5? 

The University of Pennsylvania offers “The Feminist Critique of Chris- 
‘tianity,” but none of the fifty-five universities studied offers a “Christian Critique 
of Feminism.” Typically, universities have been critical of religion for believing 
they had the only answer—for maintaining believers were superior to non- 
believers. Ironically, feminism has become the religion it is critiquing. 

The feminist objection to men’s studies sounds convincing: “History is men’s 
studies.” Here is why no mother should agree with that. The function of women’s 
studies and men’s studies is to question roles so our children have options, not 
channel our sons and daughters into stereotypical roles without regard for their 
individuality. Women’s studies’ original purpose was to do this for women, but 
history courses do the opposite for men. Traditional history courses are the 
history of both sexes’ traditional roles—roles without options. 

History is not men’s studies because traditional history courses reinforce the 
traditional male role of performer. It is hard to find a single man in a history book 
who is celebrated for not being a performer. (He may have performed as a rebel, 
but he's in the history book because he was ultimately a successful performer.) 
In contrast, women’s studies courses celebrate women for role deviance (Madame 
Curie, Susan B. Anthony, Harriet Tubman, Mary Anne Evans [aka George 

_ Eliot]). As performers, the women were deviating from their traditional role. 
History books trap men into stereotyped roles even more than they trap 





women because when we celebrate and appreciate someone for playing a role, 
we are really bribing them to keep playing that role. Appreciation keeps the slave 
a slave. | 

Men’s studies is currently needed more than women’s studies exactly be- 
cause men’s role has been less-questioned. But even more important, without 
men’s studies, the universities are teaching our children that men have always 
had options, women haven't, instead of helping them understand that none of 
our grandparents had options, they had obligations. Our grandma’s role was to 
raise children; our grandpa’s role was to raise money (or raise crops). Both had 
roles, and therefore neither had power.*” 

Women’s studies without men’s studies means there is no questioning of the 
process that resocializes, scholarships,-and affirmative actions our daughters into 
enrolling in the traditional fields of both sexes while men remain psychologically 
closed out of women’s traditional fields of liberal arts. Why? Without men’s stud- 
ies, neither our son nor our daughter is taught to question the process of our 
daughter “marrying up” and, thus, our sons don’t question the process of pro- 
gramming themselves to raise money to obtain love. Since they know the most 
pay comes in engineering, physics, math, medicine, business and law, they will 
continue to avoid the liberal arts and use the university as a vocational school. 

Without men’s studies, our daughter ends up with three options (work full 
time; children full time; some combination of both) while our son ends up with 
three “slightly different options” (work full-time; work full-time; work full-time). 
When we have women’s studies without men’s studies, we create an Era-of the 
Multi-Option Daughter and the No-Option Son. Which is what we have done. 

The anger emanating from women’s studies has infiltrated all the top uni- 
versities. For starters, more than 200 universities currently have “speech codes.” 
For example, at the University of Michigan, the phrase “Women just aren't as 
good as men in this field” is specifically included in the speech code as an exam- 
ple of an offense.”© Saying “Men just aren't as good as women in this field” is not 
prohibited. Students violating the speech code might be put on probation and 
even sentenced to mandatory community service. And of course that can be used 
against them for life (especially if they should run for political office or desire a 
government or university position). Speech codes prohibit speech which women 
or minorities might consider offensive, but not speech which men might con-. 
sider offensive.*’ 

The students at the University of Michigan are damaged in other ways. 
Lynne Cheney, chair of the National Endowment for the Humanities, discusses 
six University of Michigan professors who were charged with sexual harassment 
for offenses that included “not greeting a student in a friendly enough manner” 
and “not having read a certain novel.”** Some of the charges were, of course, 


if 
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more damaging, but the fact that these were even mentioned gives us a sense of 
the atmosphere. And they send a message to other professors that they are 
hostage to fernale students in general and feminists in particular. 

Fven those who joke, leer, or stare are now subject to campus discipline for 
“creating a hostile environment.” And on college campuses, no less. The 
founders of the Free Speech Movement must be turning in their graves—or, 
should we say, turning on their gray hair. l 

The codes would be less offensive if they were a two-way street, but even 
that would be undermining the purpose of a university to prepare our children to 
create dialogue about what offends them, not lawsuits. When speech codes are 
a one-way street, however, they boomerang against our daughters’ preparations 
for the workplace. By giving women more-than-equal protection under the law, 
they turn women into a protected class. This overprotection infantalizes our 
daughters. It also turns them into a privileged class. Because they haven't earned 
this privilege they learn to feel entitled——-a setup for when something goes wrong: 
blaming and suing rather than looking within and confronting. This undermines 
our daughters’ preparation to be effective employees and fair employers. 

These codes are also damaging our daughters’ personal lives. Why? The less 
men express their feelings, the more the male bashing seems justified. They 
graduate thinking of their rights, but not men’s. Thus, our daughters graduate 
with a college education of anger toward men, including a lack of appreciation 
for their dad. A woman who does not appreciate her dad does not feel loved. And 
that affects her ability to love her husband.and raise children. In the process of 
stifling men’s feelings about women, but not women’s about men, the codes be- 
come divorce training. A setup for children being raised by a single mom who is 
overwhelmed and angry. 

From the perspective of our sons in college, it looks even worse. If your son 
or daughter told you he'd been kicked out of a course for objecting to its anti- 
semitism, how would you feel? Well, I was doing a show in Seattle called Town 
Meeting. Also invited was Pete Schaub, a senior at the University of Washington 
in Seattle. Pete had enrolled in a women’s studies course. When he objected that 
all men were not wife beaters, child molesters, and potential rapists, he was clas- 
sified as sexist. When he persisted with such challenges, he was asked to with- 
draw from the class. Pete was not your political protestor—-type, not by a long 
stretch, but this was too much even for him. He reminded the school that the 
course description advertised the course as encouraging “vigorous, open inquiry.” 
To him, it felt more like a vigorous inquisition. The associate dean, caught be- 
tween feminism and free speech, did “the waffle”: He officially reinstated Pete, 
but told him it was best to not attend the class!>? 

} th In brief, the speech codes emanating from the atmosphere created by 





women’s studies inaketh neither a happy marriage, a good mother, an effective {4f 


employee, nor a fair employer. (Otherwise, they work great!) Aside from this, — | 
such codes are blatantly unconstitutional. 

These speech codes do not come out of nowhere. They are justified by a phi- 
losophy core to many of the women’s studies classes, one of Marxist feminism, in 
which men in industrialized nations are seen as part of the dominant class, of a 
capitalist patriarchy, and women are seen as being treated in this system as the 
subordinate class, as second class citizens, or the property of men. ‘he theory 
goes that the dominant class under capitalist patriarchy must keep quiet and 
noncritical in order to have any hope of women making the transition from sub- 
ordination to equality. In brief, the censorship of men is seen as a prerequisite to 
equality. Just as censorship of Soviet citizens was seen as a prerequisite to equal- 
ity. Instead it created a third world nation. 

Isn't it true, though, that criticizing women, tasteless humor, and teasing 
create a hostile environment that inhibits women from learning? In the begin- . 
ning, yes. But part of an education’s purpose is to overcome that response, to use 
criticism as a growth opportunity, to know how to handle people with different 
values and senses of humor, which includes knowing how to communicate your 
perspective as well as to listen to theirs. Which is why the solution is not to in- 
clude man bashing in the speech codes’ censorship. The solution is to use 
conflict between the sexes to teach both sexes how to listen to each 
other. (To practice Part I of this book.) 

One positive contribution of early radical feminists was their focus on the 
value of the process, not just the end product . . . the college degree. A university 
is a laboratory for learning how to work through our disagreements, not for learn- 
ing how to put a muzzle on the sex already less likely to complain and stir anger 
in the sex already most likely to complain. 

What is the status of men’s studies? In its current form, men’s studies is 
feminist studies. It does focus more on men, but on men as the problem. It is 
more likely to be taught by a man, but with a few exceptions, it is taught from a 
feminist perspective. Men’s issues, from anything close to the perspective in 
which I discuss them, is a portion of about 3 percent of the courses. 

In contrast to the 700 majors and minors in women’s studies, there is but 
one minor in men’s studies.°! In it, “feminist theory is the dominant interpretive 


discourse, © 


yet a professor assumed that more women were enrolled because 
men did not want to confront men’s problems, but women did.®? 

The goal of men’s studies, though, is not men’s studies. Nor should the goal 
of women’s studies be women’s studies. Both should ultimately be leading to 
Gender ‘Transition Studies. And both should be integrating the perspectives of 


more traditional men and women. Either women’s or men’s studies isolated from 
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the other is'the use of taxpayer money to subsidize mistrust between the sexes. 
Gender ‘Transition Studies is the preparation of the sexes to understand each other. 

This doesn’t mean we can jump right into gender transition studies. If we do, 
the agenda will be set by women’s studies: Domestic violence will assume man- 
as-oppressor; contributions to the family will measure women’s housework and 
neglect men’s work; discussions of dating will not challenge women to risk sex- 
ual rejection, just blame men when they do it wrong; men’s health will be ne- 
glected, the Lace Curtain. will go undetected. . . . 

The use of public institutions to subsidize sex discrimination is unconstitu- 
tional. As of the turn of the millennium, though, no college student has used 'li- 
tle IX to file a suit against his or her university for not having a genuine men’s 
studies department or for not having in its department of gender studies an equal 
number of courses on men’s issues from nonfeminist perspectives.“ 


THE LACE CuRTAIN’S UNIVERSITY TARGETS 


Aside from the most prestigious universities, the Lace Curtain has been most ap- 
parent at previously women-only colleges that are now supposed to be equally 
open to men; at religious colleges and seminaries; and in the liberal arts. In all 
three, male attendance has been in dramatic decline. 

At women-only colleges such as Mills and Texas Women’s University, the 
slogans were identical: “Better Dead than Co-Ed.”© The grief on the faces of 
these women from Mills College is worth a thousand words. These women are 
now of the age to be teaching boys and raising sons. 
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Associated Press—Shannon McMacklin, center, and other Mills College students 
react to announcement that Oakland school will go co-educational in' 1991. “Mills 
College Will Begin Admitting Men.” Photos by Deanne Fitzmaurice/The Chronicle 





In 1980, seminaries were 20 percent female; by the mid-90s they were A 
70 percent female. Why? In many seminaries and religious colleges, “male- 
dominated religions” are seen.as hierarchical oppressors of women (rather than 
seen as involving the sacrifice of a man like Jesus to save mostly female church- 
goers from their sins). Seminaries have increasingly been influenced by thinkers 
such as Mary Daly, a religious studies professor whose Beyond God the Father 
had a seminal impact in the 1970s. Daly advocates “the death of God the Father” 
because he has made “the oppression of women right and fitting.”°” 

Positive images that used to refer only to men, like God-as-He, have been 
changed in books as traditional as the Bible®®; negative images, like the Devil-as- 
He, have not been changed. Ironically, since 85 percent of the street homeless 
are men,°? this attitude of men as privileged does not prepare many seminarians 
to deal with their future constituency. 

The anger released from women’s studies’ floodgates has permeated all of 
the liberal arts. Misandry is most potent in anthropology, literature, foreign lan- 
guages, and, most ironically, in social work, psychology, and communications. 

Some of our sons are growing up in female-only homes and going to schools 
with mostly female teachers. If they then choose the liberal arts, they are forced 
into a mantra of “Why can’t I be more like a woman?” How does this happen? 

Suppose your son or daughter wants to take literature or languages. Prior to 
the dominance of feminism, she or he would have been exposed to the pros and 
cons of many potential approaches to literature (e.g., psychoanalytical; post 
structuralist; reader response critical; new historicist). But in a Modern Lan- 
guage Association (MLA) poll of English professors on 350 campuses, 61 per- 
cent said they now approached literature from a feminist perspective.’° 

Thus an atmosphere is created (“If you know on which side your bread is 
buttered . . .”). Reporters attending the MLA convention for Newsweek and US 
News & World Report describe the atmosphere as so anti-male that presentations 
of Jane Austen, Shakespeare, Emily Dickinson, Emily Bronte, E. L. Doctorow, 
and most literary giants were quickly converted into condemnations of men, or 
the white-male-dominated, imperialist, capitalist patriarchy.’! 

If our sons don't adopt the feminist version, they are labeled and ostra- 
cized—-aliens in their chosen profession; if they do adopt it, they are aliens to 
themselves. 

I have felt the impact of this misandry in the liberal arts in my own life. 
When I began speaking from only a feminist perspective, I was immediately in- 
vited to Yale to be as week-long, quasi-resident scholar. (Before I had a Ph.D.) 
When I began adding men’s perspectives, my speaking income at colleges and 
universities dropped by more than 90 percent. 
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I responded by agreeing to not just speak alone, but to speak with opposi- 
tion. But few feminists, now high in credibility on campus, want to put it at risk. 
Necessity being the parent of invention, I finally found a debate partner: myself. 
I set up two podiums: “Dr. Warren Farrell, Masculist” and “Dr. Warren Farrell, 
Feminist.” I run back and forth between the two podiums, debating myself, in- 
terrupting myself (and otherwise tempting the boundaries of schizophrenia!). 

The speaking censorship had its parallel in teaching censorship. Remember 
how Suzanne Steinmetz, after she published her findings on domestic violence, 
discovered years later how feminists contacted other feminists at the university 
at which she taught, to undermine her tenure? I had a parallel, although very dif- 
ferent, experience. When I was teaching only from the feminist perspective, it 
didn’t make any difference that my training was in, I was able to teach in five dif- 
ferent disciplines within the liberal arts.72 

Since Why Men Are the Way They Are was published, however, I have not 
been offered a position in a liberal arts discipline at any college or university. Yes, 
I have taught in the School of Medicine at the University of California at San 
Diego, but not in the liberal arts. Most men who enter the liberal arts cannot af- 
ford to make decisions that put their career and family at risk. Ironically, only my 
savings from the days of speaking from a feminist perspective have allowed me to 


take those risks. 


ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS, HIGH SCHOOLS, AND THE AAUW 


But in what way has this [ant] society evolved beyond that of humans? 
It is far ahead in women's liberation. Male ants are totally 
unimportant. When their biological usefulness is over, they are 
discarded and not permitted to return to the nest. The entire ant social 
world is female, including the soldiers, the workers, the farmers, and, 
of course the queen. Male ants have wings, and they are expected to 
use them—_to get out. 

from Getting the Facts, a sixth-grade textbook used in New York state. 


For the past decade, no study has had more influence on our belief that 
schools shortchange only our daughters than the one commissioned and publi- 
cized by the American Association of University Women (AAUW) titled “How 
Schools Shortchange Girls: A Study of Major Findings on Girls and Educa- 
tion.””3 
The report was the catalyst for tens of thousands of schools to pay teachers 
to be trained to address the way their schools “shortchanged” only girls, espe- 


cially in four areas: math, science, teacher attention, and self-esteem. Similarly, 


in response to this research, all-girl schools are forming throughout the United 
States, even as all-boy schools are being protested.“ Notice the joy on the faces 
of these girls attending an all-girl school. Contrast it to the grief and disappoint- 
ment of the Mills College women forced to attend school with men. It is the im- 
agery of our daughters made happy or sad that makes so many of us desirous of 
supporting segregated schools—for our daughter's sake. 
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Classroom Chronicles. High Hopes for All-Girl Schools. Girls’ Middle School 
students Valini Gosini (left) and Makinnon Ross, both 11, found it easy to put their 
heads together. Bay Area academies stress learning and self-esteem. 

By Julie N. Lynem/Chronicle Staff Writer 


In Manhattan, most of the seven private girls’ schools had ten applications 
for each $17,000-plus kindergarten opening for the Fall of 1999, and a public 
girls’ school that was formed after the AAUW study's publicity took hold, was 
also deluged with applications.” 

I applaud teacher training and the encouragement of our daughters to enter 
math and science. But something happened on the way to the forum. Had the 
AAUW commissioned a balanced study of studies, they would have found that 
boys: 


e have lower grades (they do worse in reading, writing, social studies, 
spelling, biology, art, visual arts, music, theater, languages, and every sub- 
ject except math and science); 


e receive fewer honors; 
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© have lower class ranks; 

e are more likely to repeat a grade; 

e are more likely to be put in special education; 

e are more likely to be diagnosed with learning disabilities (dyslexia); 
e are up to four times as likely to commit suicide; 

e have a suicide rate that is increasing while girls’ is decreasing; 
e drop out sooner; 

e are much less likely to attend college; 

e are much less likely to graduate from college; 

e are less likely to take SATs; 


e have more attention-deficit disorder problems, including attention-deficit 
hyperactivity disorders; 


e have more discipline problems. 


Without incorporating studies of those areas in which boys are the losers in 
school, it is impossible for the AAUW to fairly conclude that schools shortchange 
girls. What we do know is that no one is doing worse than African-American boys 
in urban areas. Yet the public school formed in.Harlem after the AAUW study 
was for girls, not boys.”6 | 

What did the Lace Curtain of the AAUW and media keep out of the public 
consciousness? We heard virtually nothing about the first study of arts education 
by the U.S. Department of Education in twenty years.’” Why? Perhaps because 
of the findings. Girls outperformed boys in all.the arts (music, visual arts, the- 
ater), and in all the modalities of execution—from creating and performing to in- 
terpreting. In music performance, girls had an average score of 40 percent; boys, 
27 percent. What are we doing about it? First, it helps to know about it. 

While the AAUW popularized the low self-esteem of girls, we heard little 
about the Harvard Medical School study asking teenage boys to write a story 
based on a drawing of an adult man in a shirt and tie sitting at a desk while look- 
ing with a neutral expression at a photo of a woman and children. Only 15 per- 
cent of the boys envisioned a contented family man. Instead, “the overwhelming 
majority constructed narratives about lonely husbands working overtime to sup- 
port their families, divorced men missing their loved ones, and grief-stricken 


AY widowers.””8 


The Harvard study found boys from the United States, Canada, Australia, N 
and the United Kingdom doing worse than girls, and concluded it was the boys 
who are now educationally disadvantaged. Despite these findings, teachers, it 
discovered, are being required to take gender equity courses that have “become 
especially vigilant, even obsessive, about making sure that the voices of girls” are 
heard, even as boys are cast as villains.”? 

For almost two decades the number of women in colleges and universities 
has exceeded the number of men, even though college-age men outnumber 
college-age women.®° But during this period, the U.S. Government started pro- 
grams on Girl Power to encourage women in schools, but no programs on Boy 
Power to encourage boys in schools. The Girl Power—type government programs 
are based on the thinking that girls are the minority—-a two-decade—old anachro- 
nism. 

What our sons lost were the solutions that might have emerged from even a 
small amount of attention to them. Solutions such as: 


¢ training teachers to understand what boys are missing when they go from 
mother-only homes to a female teacher in an almost all-female~staffed 
school (e.g., a male teacher being more likely to see a drug dealer as a po- 
tential entrepreneur who needs his energy rechanneled) 


¢ affirmative action programs to recruit and give scholarships to some of 
the finest young men to become elementary school teachers 


e a Dad-in-the-Classroom program to pay companies to allow men to take 
a week leave of absence to teach, preferably in their own child’s class— 
thus exposing students to'a variety of male role models and professional 
opportunities 


One reason the 1990s went without attention to our sons is that no Ameri- 
can Association of University Men (AAUM) pointed out the gaps between the 
AAUW’s publicity and the actual data from the very studies they commissioned. 
For example, that both boys and girls agree that teachers think girls are smarter, 
both sexes feel that teachers like girls more; both feel teachers would prefer to be 
around girls more than boys; and both boys and girls feel girls receive more com- 
pliments.®! - 

Nor did an AAUM explain that all four areas in which the AAUW claimed 
girls are allegedly shortchanged are contradicted either by their own data or by 
other research. Let’s start with finding that boys do better in math. Boys score 
only 5 points higher than girls on the nationwide achievement test scores in math 
(310 to 305).8? And more girls than boys take high school classes in algebra and 
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geometry. lt is in the choice of math for a profession when girls say, “No 
thanks - - I'd prefer literature” (or foreign languages, art history, or another liberal 
art). Why that difference in choice? 

Boys often choose math for reasons of money, not love. ‘That is, the AAUW 
did not allow for the possibility that boys choose math or engineering because 
they know that it will eam them more money than a major in French literature. 
As girls were watching Princess Di marry a prince, boys were figuring 
out that majoring in French literature will leave them short by a castle. 
As girls are figuring out whether they want the option of being financially sup- 
ported when the children are young, boys in college are figuring out how to do 
the financial supporting if he and his wife should want that option. 

Women friends of mine who have chosen math also did it for financial rea- 
sons. Liz Brookins’s first love was history. When she speaks of history there is a 
sparkle in her eye. But she had dropped out of college to be married and eventu- 

ally become a mom to four children. Then she got divorced. When child support 
did not support the children, she knew she had to return to college. But she also 
knew a degree in history might leave her unemployed. She didn’t have that lux- 
ury. So she asked herself a different question: “What degree will leave me best 
able to support my family?” The answer was math. Math it was. 

It is not that {iz was bad at math; it was that it was not even close to her first 
love. As it turned out, she became very good at math. She became San Diego 
County's math teacher of the year and now teaches at the University of Cali- 
fornia in San Diego. Now there’s a sparkle in Liz's eye when she solves an equa- 
tion! 

And that’s the way it is for many men: First, they take care of the family they 
love; then they try to fall in love with what takes care of the family. When I ask 
college students what they would prefer to do if they could make equal money 
doing anything they wish, both sexes are more likely to choose music, art, and the 
liberal arts over math, engineering, or physics. 

If schools and society prepare girls to have their choice more than 
boys, is it really the girls who are being shortchanged? Certainly girls have 
scholarship and admissions advantages over boys in math and science. In brief, 
the AAUW left out discrimination against our sons as one reason boys 
may be undertaking math. 

Second, science. Boys outscore girls on science achievement tests by only 8 
points (400 to 292). Unpublicized by the AAUW, though, is the fact that boys 
score 15 points lower than girls in reading and 17 points lower in writing.®4 Nor is 
it mentioned that a higher percentage of girls take biology and chemistry classes.*° 

Third, teacher attention. The AAUW commissioned a study finding that 





hoth boys and girls were much more likely to feel that girls got called on more fit 


than boys and that teachers paid more attention to girls than they did boys.** This 
research, though, was left out of the AAUW's public relations report.®’ 

Fourth, self-esteem. Recent studies of self-esteem find girls and boys to be 
between one and three percentage points of each other in either direction. For 
example, when both boys and girls are asked, “F feel that | am a person of worth, 
at least on an equal basis with others,” 90 percent of girls either strongly agree or 
agree; 89 percent of boys either strongly agree or agree.*® 

In 1997, Metropolitan Life examined the way boys and girls were treated 
and concluded that “contrary to the commonly held view that boys are at an ad- 
vantage over girls in school, girls appear to have an advantage over boys in terms 
of their future plans, teachers’ expectations, everyday experiences at school, and 
interactions in the classtoom.””? You did not read about this study in the media. 
And it had virtually no impact on the schools. 

The impact of our belief in women-as-minority? It takes the New York ‘limes 
almost two decades after women are exceeding men in college to acknowledge it 
in a significant story. When they do, they devote more space to how the gap cre- 
ates problems for the female students (“There aren't many guys to date”) and 
how it turns into dominant oppressors (“|the guys] have their pick of so many 
women that they have a tendency to become players”).” In contrast, articles 
about men being in the majority at the Citadel, or in the armed services, never 
mention men as victims because they have few women to date. 

When the New York ‘Times interviewed students and educators about why 
the gap exists, they chose answers that justified the gap. For example, “In high 
school, | always felt women did better and cared more . . .”?! Or comments that 
the men just aren't interested, or that women tolerate boredom better, or that 
men feel that they can make their way in the military or computer work without 
degrees. 

Contrast this with what we give as reasons for why women used to do worse 
in math and science. We ask ourselves whether the institutions themselves are 
doing anything to discourage girls. And the answer is always “yes.” We don't say 
that it's because the women care less, or because men tolerate boredom better, 
or that many women feel they can make money by marrying money and, there- 
fore, don't need degrees. ‘The difference in attitude leads us to offer spetial op- 
portunities only to girls, and for the government to create Girl Power programs. 

‘To the credit of the New York Times, the following week they did devote six 
sentences to the ways in which boys lose out to girls in schools in many ways, but 
then immediately justified doing so out of racial concern— that African-American 


boys are doing worse than any other group.?4 
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THE MEDIA 


When the media discover a feminist concern, it gets less than five 


minutes of serious consideration; then comes a five-year attack. 
SUSAN FaLUDI, Newsweek, October 25, 1993 


When it comes to gender issues, journalists generally have suspended 
all their usual skepticism. . . . We accept at face value whatever 
women's groups say. Why? Because women have sold themselves to us 
as an oppressed group and any oppressed group gets a free ride in the 
press.... I don't blame feminists for telling us half-truths and 
sometimes even complete fabrications. | do blame my colleagues in the 
press for forgetting their skepticism. 


BERNARD GOLDBERG, CBS News correspondent 


The media contain some of the world’s most talented and hard-working 
people. The media work under deadlines that would be my nightmares. As for 
ratings, a prime-time TV show must find an audience of 25 million; a book can 
make a good profit with an audience of 25 thousand, making any concern for 
“ratings” one-tenth of one percent of the concern of a prime-time TV show. 

The most popular stories, the “biggest” stories—-Anita Hill, O. J. Simpson, 
Princess Diana, and Monica—all have one archetypal theme embedded in them: 
the drama of a male oppressor and a female victim. Following is the media's 
dilemma. l 

The popularity of this archetype creates ratings. ‘lo question this archetype 
is to undermine the ratings it is the very purpose of the story to create. And it is 
asking reporters to introspect when deadlines are demanding something com- 
manding in writing, not a work-in-progress in the mind. 

When these “big story” elements surface, newspapers, TV news, talk shows, 
and even book publishers are all in unison, each with a unique style, but each 
with a similar message. So the examples in this media section often apply to 
more than the particular media for which I describe it. 

The New York Times merits its own section, because, among the media, it 
has almost Pied Piper status. First, if you read the New York Times on any given 
day, you will be able to predict more of what the rest of the media will be cover- 
ing the rest of the week than if you attend to any other media source in the world. 
Second, and not coincidentally, there is no significant media source in which 
feminism has a greater influence on the content and direction of male-female is- 

f >| A sues than at the New York Times. 





Because the media are filled with bright and ambitious people looking for | 
“scoops,” we can get a sense of the power of the instinct to protect women and 
demonize men when it has left virtually untouched for a quarter century the data 
on domestic violence against men and particularly the thousands of heart- 
wrenching stories of domestic violence against elderly men, whose. real-life sto- 
ries are in every community. The same ean be said for stories of dads fighting to 
love their children who are told to be wallets first, visitors second; or men who 
are victims of false accusations, especially during custody battles; or a boy who 
dies of testicular cancer, or who drops out of school, or a veteran who becomes 
homeless and dysfunctional. 

The instinct to protect women is powerful enough to keep the media from 
“scoops” like questioning the belief that women are workers and men are shirkers; 
or the myth of the deadbeat dad. The instinct has directed its focus on the racism 
of executions and away from the sexism of all-male executions; on sensitivity to © 
dumb blonde jokes more than Bobbitt castration humor; on how Hillary and 
Princess Diana felt, but not how Bill Clinton or Prince Charles felt; to look at the 
female tragedies in sex and dating, but not the male's; and on and on and on. 

Of the four gender perspectives outlined above (feminists; nontraditional 
men; traditional men; traditional women), I would estimate that between 90 and 
95 percent of the reporters by whom I have been interviewed in the past twenty- 
five years leaned toward the feminist perspective. About 80 percent of those fem- 
inists are women, so not only is gender politics covered by people from 
only one gender political party, but by people whose gender reinforces 
their political ideology. A bit like 90 to 95 percent of the reporters covering 
the Republican and Democratic political conventions doing it om the point of 
view of the Republicans—or Democrats. 

On top of this political and personal bias, the media relies not only on gov- 
ernment and academic circles to feed it information, but on opinion polls. 


OPINION POLLS: MEN NEED NoT APPLY 


When responsible polling organizations like the New York Times supposedly poll 
both sexes’ points of view, they, in fact, poll women at more than a 2-to-1 ratio to 
men. Why? Here's the New York Times’ own explanation: “So that there would be 
enough women interviewed to provide statistically reliable comparisons among 
various subgroups of women.”?? 

What did the New York Times just do? They rationalized their discrimination 
by telling us how they discriminate. They avoided the issue of subgroups of men. 
As if men, well, men need not apply. 

The result? The New York Times devoted eleven paragraphs to the views of 


black women. Not one word on the views of black men.” Racist? Yes. Sexist? 


WHAT A MAN MIGHT SAY WHEN HE HEARS, “IT’S MEN IN THE NEws,... 


WOMEN CAN'T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


Even more so. African-Americans were not undersampled in proportion to the 
population. Men were. | 

When Roper conducted a study to discover a women’s and men’s perspec- 
tives on the other, they too oversampled women--—this time by a ratio of 3 to 1.” 
Yet, over 90-percent of these women were in favor of marriage. Presumably to 
men. ‘The headlines, though, told a different story: “Survey Has Message for 
Men: Shape Up, You Oversexed Pigs”*° and “Women: More Men Are Pigs.”” 


Message for Men: 
Shape Up, You 
Oversexed Pigs 


ae 


The articles following the headlines not only focus almost exclusively on 
women’s perspectives, but on these types of women’s perspectives: “Most men 
are mean, manipulative, oversexed, self-centered, and lazy” and women are “fed 
up.” Some men silently wonder, “Exactly what am I being married for?” 


FIVE WAYS OF IGNORING WHAT MEN DO SAY 
What’s happéning here? Actually, five methods are used to ignore what men 
might say if we asked, or what they do say when we ask. First, the undersampling 
of men leads to our having data on men, feelings on women. Second, using only 
women’s perspectives to create the headlines. (Men’s perspectives: were not 
turned into headlines such as “Sex Up, You Overweight Pigs.”) Third, funding. 
The poll was sponsored by Virginia Slims. Comparable polls are not sponsored by 
Marlboro. Fourth, attitude. If Marlboro had paid, they would never encourage 
headlines saying “Message for Women: Shut Up, You Gold-Digging Cows.” 

Fifth, the press release. When men are polled, the most negative perspec- 
tives on men are.also conveyed in the press release. When Gallup did a world- 
wide poll in 1996 to discover the characteristics associated with each sex, the 
headline in Gallup's own press release read “Women Seen as Affectionate! Men as 
Aggressive.””? Gallup took the most positive findings about women and most 
negative findings about men and made those the headline of their press release. 
Judge for yourself. | 

The actual findings showed the women were seen as more emotional, talka- 
tive, patient, and affectionate. Isn't “affectionate” the best? The men were seen 
as more courageous, ambitious, and aggressive. Isn't “aggressive” the worst? 

jni The result of these five steps is-that when feminist perspectives do not de- 





fine our view of relationships, women’s perspectives do. And it’s not just women's {H 
perspectives, but the angriest of women’s perspectives. 
From these sources we receive the news. 


News 

The covers of new magazines are the only news medium that puts all our focus 
on one fixed visual image. Unlike the front page of a newspaper, there aren't thou- 
sands of words and a dozen headlines competing for our attention. 


See if you notice a bias common to the four fixed images on the covers of 
Time and Newsweek below. '°° 
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When Time apologized for the darkened photo of O. J. Simpson, it acknowl- 
edged the appearance of racism. When Newsweek was criticized for the beauti- 
fying of the mother no one saw the sexism. But nothing is common to all four 
photos other than the sexism: that is, only a man was doctored to make him look 
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less appealing and therefore less sympathetic; only a woman was doctored to 
make her look more appealing and therefore more sympathetic. Neither man's 
photo was doctored to make him look more appealing. 

The real-life result of this blindness? Here’s a consciousness-raiser. ‘Test 
yourself. For forty years, the U.S. Public Health Service's Tuskegee Syphilis 
Study did not tell 399 black men that they had syphilis. (When syphilis is not 
treated in its early stages, it eats away at bones, the liver, the heart and the brain, 
and often leads to paralysis, deafness, and blindness.) ‘These 399 black men were 
denied penicillin and other treatment so the government could experiment with 
them. It was not until newspapers uncovered the crime that the government 
stopped the experiment. Years later President Clinton apologized for the 
racism.!°! What's your take—was Clinton's apology missing something? 

President Clinton failed to see the sexism: Disposing of 399 black men 
is blatantly racist and blatantly sexist. When we see only the racism we are 
blind to the African-American man’s double jeopardy. Had racism been the only 
issue, African-American women would also have been subjected to the Tuskegee 
experiment. The sexism is apparent in the fact that not a single African-Ameri- 
can woman was. But the deeper sexism is our blindness to it. And the deeper is- 
sue is that we haven't been using the lessons we learned from racism to spot 
dehumanization. 

Our blindness to the way we make women look more sympathetic and men 
less sympathetic allows the media to also be blind to the way it gives women spe- 
cial advantages even as they highlight women’s victimhood.!®? For example, as | 


write this, Newsweek magazine uses the almost naked appearance of Nicole Kid- 


man in a Broadway play to catapult to her to the front cover of Newsweek.' 
Rather than see this as an unfair advantage of female beauty power, she is por- 
trayed as a victim fighting for her privacy. Excuse me. Would we portray a man who 
strips on Broadway as fighting for his privacy?! Similarly, instead of saying her ca- 
reer has taken off since her marriage to ‘Tom Cruise, creating for her an advan- 
tage not available to any man, she is portrayed as a victim overcoming the barrier 
that her Mrs. Tom Cruise status has been to her becoming a star on her own. Note 
how the photo incorporates these feelings—of Nicole's anger at being a victim, 
her need to fight for independence from Tom and for privacy, and her sex appeal. 

When we offer our daughters both sex and beauty power and the compas- 
sion accorded a victim, it just encourages our daughters to use Monica Lewinsky- 
type power rather than Mother Theresa- or Margaret Thatcher—type., power. 
Why spend a lifetime earning income when you can seduce a man at age twenty- 
two and earn a lifetime's worth of income from the spin-off of the seduction? 

Newspapers create these biases more with words, especially front-page, 
above-the-fold headlines. In the 1994 election, when men were the disen- 





franchised voters, they were condemned as “Angry White Men.” In the 
1996 election, when women were the disenfranchised voters, they were 
acknowledged as “Worried Women” or “Concerned Women.”!™ 
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The Worried 
Women Bloc 
PrefersClinton 


By BOB SIPCHEN 


TIMES STAPF WRITER 


In 1994, credit (or 
blame) for the Republican 
takeover of Congress went 
to a voting blac widely 
characterized as Angry 
White Men. 

The bloc to watch in 
1986 might be termed 
Worried Women. But 

















POLL: Concerned Female Voters Favor Clinton 


The impact of labeling a woman concerned and a man angry? When a 
woman is worried or concerned, it catalyzes a man’s desire to be a problem solver, 
a savior, her ally. When a man is seen as angry, it stimulates a womans fear, her 
desire to protect herself against him, to become his enemy. Men want to listen to 
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a worried woman; no one wants to listen to an angry man. Notice that the men 
were not labeled angry before they spoke (with their vote), but as soon as they 
did they were labeled so we could ignore them and return to our focus on wor- 
ried and concerned women. 

This is what makes men afraid of speaking up: men feel no one can hear 
what men do say. : 

The labeling bias also reveals itself in the double standard of our treatment 
of domestic violence. When domestic violence occurs against men, it is often as 
a joke. Here is a headline from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch.'© 

When a colleague confronted the editor, she responded, “It was supposed to 
be an upbeat story.”!°° Excuse me. Have you ever seen an “upbeat story” about 
doinestic violerice against women? Editor, bite your lip. 


Couple’s Makeup Kiss Gets A Bit Nippy For Husband 


KINGSPORT, Tenn. (AP) — Helen Carson told her 
husband she wanted to kiss and make up after they hada 


fight. Apparently she wasn't that forgiving — she tit off 
the end of his tongue. 


MEN DIE; WOMEN VICTIM 
It is the last Valentine’s Day of the second millennium. Newsweek celebrates it by 


telling women that men’s deaths means women are victims, this time of yet “An- 
other Biological Clock.”!°’ 


COUPLES 


Another Biological Clock 


ME LOOKING FOR A VALENTINE NEED ONLY BE YOUNG AT 
heart: the odds of finding a date get better as males age. But 
as eligible bachelors die off, women’s odds get longer. 


MEN AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POPULATION 


50.7% 498 494 484 465 428 %3%4 251 
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Age 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 70-79 80-89 90-99 


SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS BUREAU, NOVEMBER 1998. 
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More precisely, there are three messages in this Newsweek snippet: Men die, 
women victims; women live, women victims; men die, men benefit. Check it out. 


Mh If that’s love, lets check out war. Forty million Soviet men were killed be- 
Ws 





tween 1914 and 1945. Some families lost every man in the family: dad, son, (ah 


brother, uncle. Yet a headline in Parade, the largest-selling weekly magazine in 
the world, reads “Short End of the Stick” with the article explaining Soviet 
women are getting the short end of the stick because they are stuck with factory 
and street-cleaner positions. '©® 

In Bosnia, the civil war has wiped out men so disproportionately that only 30 
percent of the Bosnian population are men. Do headlines tell us, “War leaves 
Bosnia with 30 percent Men”? No. Parade's headline reads, “Women Look to 
Gain Power in Bosnia.”!©? The focus on the sacrifice made by men as a gender 
was not only ignored, but Bosnia has specifically been used as an example of the 
type of war in which both sexes are killed equally. When there's a story about a 
man being killed, the focus is not on the sacrifice of men, but of their role. We 
discover the sacrifice of men as a gender only when it is needed to help us un- 
derstand the new burdens on women. For example, here is the page-one head- 
line from the Los Angeles Times!°: 


los Angeles Times 


tian lp hs cha ae, O wa $ oR EE Ne OEE E EPN 
"Feeney MAY wee 
UBETER ODA Pe TEF OTL rY Ce tof t 





Women of 
Bosnia Try 
to Rebuild 


a The war has robbed many 
communities of their 
husbands, fathers and sons. 
in this patriarchal society, 
those left behind must learn 
to handle money, deal with 
authorities and survive 
bitter loneliness. 


By TRACY WILKINSON 
TIMES STAFF WRITER 


Watch how carefully, and doubtless unconsciously, men’s deaths are treated 
as women’s victimization. 

Men have died, but the headline tells of only the female effort (“Women of 
Bosnia Try to Rebuild”). The loss of men is explained only to tell us the burden 
on the women “left behind.” The focus is on the communities that are robbed 
(“The war has robbed many communities . . .”), not “Husbands, fathers, and sons 


robbed of lives.” 


Now observe how women’s new burdens are seen as men’s previous privi- 
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leges. (Male privilege is implied by phrases like “In this patriarchal society . . .”) 
However, it is only as we read down into the story that we discover: “. . . the 
women must haul kindling, draw water, and till the fields.”!!! But wait . . . why 
was tilling the fields and hauling kindling left out of the headline? Because till- 
ing fields and hauling kindling would have allowed us to laugh at the use of the 
word “patriarchal” to describe the men. 

Now return to the secondary headline. Note that the very three words that 
shift the emphasis to women—‘those left behind” —also shifts the emphasis to victim 
language: “left behind,” “ must learn to handle,” “must learn to deal,” and “must 
survive bitter loneliness.” 

There is something about women’s role that is also never mentioned. Can 
you figure it out? Women not sacrificing their lives in war is never discussed as 
female privilege, as matriarchy. 

Is it possible we are still ignoring men’s deaths exactly so we can prepare 
men to die in war to protect women? Almost as if to answer, three issues of Time 
and Newsweek arrived at my home, in deus ex machina fashion, as I was writing 
this in 1999. There were two issues devoted to women; one to men. The two is- 
sues devoted to women were both devoted to women living. The one issue de- 
voted to men honored men for dying. Note, in the Newsweek covers, how the 
photos are of d man and woman at the prime of life, but the photos and text com- 
bined emphasize women living after the prime of life, and men dying in the prime 
of life. (“The Truth About Women’s Bodies”'!* and “Health for Life: What Every 
Woman Needs to Know”!!3 versus “From WWI to Vietnam: The Grunts and the 
Great Men.”!!*) 
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Isnt it good we honor men for dying? Let’s put it this way: If we honored AN 
women for dying while we produced special issues on men’s health and none on 
women’s, would we ask whether that was good? Or would we intuitively see that 
the appreciation of women for dying is appreciation that keeps the slave a slave? 


FEMALE VICTIMHOOD IS DEPENDENT ON KEEPING MEN’S DEATHS INVISIBLE 

If female victimhood is dependent on keeping men’s deaths invisible, it follows it 
is also dependent on keeping invisible the contributions men make. Again, most 
of this not conscious. But neither is it coincidence. Have you ever seen an article 
on the responsibilities of third world men? (Or men of any world!) 

In the housework chapter, we saw the dynamic that kept men’s fifty. areas of 
contributions to the home invisible. Similarly, one of the fastest growing seg- 
ments of the population at the turn of the century is the single dad, but we are 
still keeping invisible his contributions. And in the workforce we have ignored 
the longer hours, more hazardous jobs, more technical fields, and other contri- 
butions made by men that lead to higher pay.!!° ) 

The incentive to keep men’s contributions invisible? Victim power is a pre- 
requisite to everything from affirmative action to Women, Infants, and Children 
Programs. 

The price we pay? Perhaps, if we studied the single dads we might help sin- 
gle moms? And, oh yes, might this help the children? And perhaps, if women 
know the twenty-five behaviors that create higher pay for men rather than toss- 
ing off men’s higher pay as discrimination, they would empower themselves? 

Dependency on victim power is part of women’s search for security, but, 
ironically, the very process is leading to women losing security. Why? Many busi- 
ness owners have shared with me their fear of lawsuits by women, and their 
awareness that down-sizing and outsourcing women reduces their fear. Thus, 
many women, in search of security, are losing security. 

Notice that in most of these cases there are five parts of the Lace Curtain 
working together: funding sources that finance only feminists as gender scholars 
(such as Arlie Hochschild, the author of The Second Shift); top universities like 
UC Berkeley hiring feminist scholars, thus giving credibility to research with a 
built-in female-as-victim bias; the press making insignificant studies into head- 
lines when it contains woman-as-victim while ignoring studies that defy that 


stereotype; men not speaking up; too few of us questioning. 


NEWSPAPER PUBLISHING 


We saw in the Canadian study of newspapers discussed above how violence 
against women was portrayed disproportionately to men’s and was personalized 
even as men’s was at best a cold statistic. 
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Here's why this bias hurts women: When only women’s suffering is person- 
alized, it motivates us to rescue the woman and assume the cause must be the 
man. So in problems like domestic violence we blame the man and ignore the 
male-female dance that leads to both sexes battering each other equally.'!° 

This hurts women because, when the man feels he is the assumed cause, he 
becomes resistant to counseling. He then experiences the counseling as 
identical to his wife--unable to hear him. ‘lo him, the counseling is now 
part of the problem. No, it’s worse than that. Hope disappears and cynicism ap- 
pears. And it doesn't stop there. He feels both his wife and the system are gang- 
ing up on him. Now it’s him against the world, and that’s the set up for mass 
killings followed by a suicide, which is, and will remain, the male style until men 
become no more or less worthy as victims than women. 

‘lo illustrate the Lace Curtain in newspapers, | will look at the New York 
Times, but parallel analyses can be made of most papers. ‘he experience of Jack 
Kammer’s Good Will Toward Men,'"’ consisting of many independent women ex- 
plaining why they support feminism’s empowering of women but not its demo- 
nizing of men, illustrates the ubiquity of the bias. When Good Will Toward Men 
was published, it did not.receive a single review in any mainstream newspaper in 
the United States. Only the San Francisco Chronicle came close. It assigned a re- 
view to Armin Brott. Brott liked the book. But Brott explains, when he submitted 
it to the Chronicle book review editor at the time, she acknowledged to him that 
she had not read the book, but felt she knew enough of its thesis to tell Armin, “I 
don't want a review like this . . . } don’t like this book.” She killed the review. 

When I mentioned this to a friend, he exclaimed, “That’s censorship! What 
the Chronicle did is censorship! Doesn't that make you furious?” 

I responded, “No. Overt censorship scares me less than covert censorship 
what scares me is the hundred big city newspapers that didn't even assign it to be 
reviewed even as they were reviewing dozens of teminist books. And what scares 
me is that almost every book on men’s issues is neglected by almost every paper.” 

‘The only single newspaper whose censorship scares me is the New York 
Times, because it is the Pied Piper of not just print journalism, but the visual me- 
dia as well. I double-checked this with Bernard Goldberg, a reporter with CBS 
news for twenty-seven years. He estimated that more than 90 percent of tele- 
vision news stories are picked up from one source: the New York Times.'"® 
And, as will become apparent, when it comes to issues of gender, no source with 


even close to comparable influence is more anti-male. ‘lake a look. 


Tur New York Times: UNHEALTHY TIMES 


Its June 1998 Men’s Health Month. ‘lhe New York ‘limes features a special 


| section on women’s health. Coincidence? On Men’s Health Month 1997 they 


did the same thing."'? Yet no Men’s Health section appeared in any month of 1997 {i 
or 1998. In fact, prior to 1999, no section on Men's Health has ever appeared. 
Oh, yes, the day the 1998 section on Women’s Health appears is lather's Day. 
Here is the New York Times headline for a story about Father's Day, in this 


Women’s Health section. !2° 
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10 WH The New York Times, Sunday, June 21, 1998 Womens Health 
Men. Are Women Better Off With Them, or Without Them? By Natalie Angier 


The story is written by Natalie Angier. See if you can find the anger: 

“Today is Father's Day... we women are supposed to... make them feel 
like princes while letting them act like turnips. 

“The section you are reading is about women’s health. And so what better 
place to address the question: ‘Are they worth it? Do we live better with men or 
without them . . . ? The answer, like marriage itself, is a glorious mess.”!2" 

[.et’s see, now. The woman's: question on Father's Day is “Do we [women] 
live better?” Isn't that like your dad saying to your mom, “It’s Mother's Day . . . what 
better day to ask ‘Are you worth it? Am I better off with you or without your” 

Angier’s anger is not Angier's alone. ‘he section’s first page teases “Men have 
Viagra. Women have outdated, inadequate data on questions of desire and 
arousal.,”!¢2 | 

Would we honor Mother’s Day with articles saying “Women have the birth 
control pill, an Office of Research on Womens Health, a seven-year longer lifespan. 
Men have outdated condoms, hazardous jobs, and male-only draft registration’? 

‘The New York ‘Times finally did a men’s health section of sorts in 1999.'2 
Unlike the large women’s health sections, the men’s was brief. (F-xcluding ads, a 
total of about seven pages of print and usable illustrations such as graphs.) ‘here 
was nothing in depth on thirty-three of the thirty-four neglected areas of men’s 
health-—the list of which I had sent the New York Times. Instead, articles focused 
on men’s tailoring, cosmetic surgery, men’s gyms, and “Confessions of a Former 
Jake,” as in a men’s columnist for Glamour. | 

While a few of the articles contained useful information, the tone was the 
opposite of the women’s health section: Instead of criticizing and blaming 
women, as the women’s health section did to men, the mens health section criti- 


cized and hlamed men. Men are told they die sooner because they self-destruct: 
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“Why Men Don't Last: Self-Destruction as a Way of Life.””?4 Could it also have 
to do with the absence of compassion? 

While the women’s health section told women they were victims, the men’s 
told men they have lots of advantages (“Men have lots of health advantages”!*’) 
and all the luck (“When it Comes to Food, Guys Have All the Luck”!?°). 

The attitude begins on page one, above the fold. Bored, beleaguered, or 
can't-be-bothered men (with the exception of the African-American man, the 
only type of man portrayed with occasional empathy by the Times) reluctantly 
waiting to see a doctor. The subhead lectures men: “As Patients, Men Are Impa- 
tient, or Uneasy, or Both. They Need ‘To Get a Grip, Like women.”!2” 
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Don't Take Your Medicine Like.a Man 


As Paticats, Mea Are Impatient, or Uneasy, or Both, They Need to Oct a Grip. Like Women. 


Men’ Health Y D1 Wednesday, February 17, 1999 The New York Times 
Don't Take Your Medicine Like.a Man. As Patients, Men are Impatient, 
or Uneasy, or Both. They Need to Cet a Grip, Like Women. 
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How does the New York Times cover health on an everyday level, say a front 
page news story? The headline reads “New Cancer Cases Decreasing . . . But 
Minorities and Women Are Still Particularly at Risk.”!28 

The headline should have ended, “. . . But Minorities and Men Are Still Par- 
ticularly at Risk.” Why? According to the New York Times’ own graphs, 
these special risks applied to men, not women. ‘Ihe graphs showed men 
have lung cancer at almost twice the rate of women. Similarly, the colon/rectum 
graphs show men’s rates were more than 50 percent higher than women’s. And in 
the only other breakdown, men’s prostate cancer rates were higher than women's 
breast cancer rates for every year since 1991. 

| Check out the headline and illustration again. Notice anything else? The 
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front page illustration features only a woman. Men die, women victim. Men’s 
risks are increased by our blindness to them. 


MEN ARE FROM CAVES, WOMEN ARE FROM VENUS 
When research uncovers women having a biological supẹriority, the New York 
Times publicizes it, praises it, and uses it as a springboard for attacking men. 
Many of these pieces are written by Natalie Angier, the New York Times’ expert 
on female biology, male biology, female health, and male health. One article be- 
gins “Women may not find this surprising, but one of the most persistent and 
frustrating problems in evolutionary biology is the male. Specifically, why doesn't 
he just go away?” I spotted this article reprinted, as “Report Finds Males Weak 
Link in the Evolution of Species.”!?? No alternative perspective is offered within 
the article. Nor are alternative perspectives—praising research on men being bi- 
ologically superior—printed elsewhere in the ‘Times, at any time. Wasn't there 
another group that believed this about Jews? 

What happens when research discovers unflattering tendencies about 
women? The New York Times shoots it down. In an article by Angier titled “Men, 
Women, Sex, and Darwin” and featured on the front cover of the New York Times 


130 every biological observation about women that might be construed 
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as negative is reduced to an explanation of how men have manipulated the soci- 
ety to make women turn out that way. Example: When research finds that 
wealthy women worldwide marry up or don’t marry at all, she blames men for pre- 


venting women from making as much and claims women will never make as 
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much (italics hers). By missing the point that the wealthy woman ‘has already 
made more than 99 percent of men she is able to dismiss wealthy women marry- 
ing for money or not marrying at all as men’s fault. 

From the perspective of the New York Times, even watching the Super Bowl 

actually causes men to return to this cave past and smash their wives. When 
feminists reported that violence against women increased after the Super Bowl, 
reporters like the New York Times’ Robert Lipsyte branded the Super Bowl the 
“Abuse Bowl.”!?! More precisely, he states that “If Super Bowl tradition holds, 
more women than usual will be battered today in their homes by the men in their 
lives. It seems an inevitable part -of the post-game show. A big football game on 
television invariably becomes the Abuse Bowl for men conditioned by the sports 
culture to act out their rage on someone smaller” (emphases mine). 
“Facts” stated as “inevitable” and “invariable” call for statistical evidence. 
While L.ipstyle claimed to have statistical evidence, he didn’t present a shred of 
it, but stopped instead at anecdotes. He even ignores the admonition of a shelter 
worker who tells him, “Ihe Super Bowl doesn’t cause abuse.” 

As it turns out, the shelter worker was right. When Christina Hoff Sommers 
checked it out, she discovered the feminist circulated “research” was false.!22 | 
explain why in the endnote, but the point here is that no editor of the New York 
Times would have published as fact that man bashing “invariably” and “in- 
evitably” causes violence against men without the support of statistical evidence. 

The contempt for men is palpable in,the New York Times. The New York 
Times does not hesitate to translate that contempt into the disposal of dads. 


MOTHERHOOD, VICTIMHOOD, CHILDHOOD? 

Look at the small print on the magazine cover on the facing page. It tells us this 
special Sunday New York Times Magazine issue is supposed to be on the joy and 
guilt of modern motherhood, but every large print word on the cover is about 
motherhood as victimhood—about “Mothers Can’t Win.”!** 

Note that there is no father in the picture. Yet this is not a special issue on 
single mothers. Why no dad? Is it that a picture of Dad would diminish the impact 
of mother-as-victim? Think about it. A picture of Dad would create the possibility 
of a mom and dad as victims . . . two victims would cancel out “Mothers Can't Win.” 

In contrast, there is no comparable New York Times Magazine section called 
“Fathers Can't Win.” With a headline reading, “The Catch-22’s of Fatherhood: 
How the Obligation To Work Full-time Leads Dads To Loving Their Family by Be- 
ing Away from the Family They Love.” Read that hypothetical dad “headline” again. 
It's a whole article in one sentence. (It also tells you why I don’t write headlines!) 

JThere’s another story missing from the New York Times Magazine. It's a story 
not about deadbeat dads, but the 15 percent of single parents who are dads. 
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About how these dads “do it all,” loving their children in their own style. No vic- 
tims here. No story either. 

And yet another missing story, about how every fathers’ rights group 
wants the right for fathers to be more involved with their children, not 
less involved. Or a story about these fathers’ struggle to take the burden off 
mothers. Or about their struggle to love. And be loved. 

In a world in which love is needed even more than money, why don't we read 
about these dads? Because these dads ere encountering fierce resistance from 
feminists. Why? Weren't feminists the pioneers of asking men to share women’s 
traditional role? Yes. They were. But when that meant mothers not receiving 
money from dads for child support, the politics shifted quickly. It was exactly this 
issue—the greater concern of my feminist friends that dads give money to moms 
than love to children—that led to my deviance from what feminism was becom- 
ing. : 

The New York Times, in what it neglects, is neglecting children. The Times 
has a choice. Motherhood as victimhood. Or parenthood and childhood. 


THE MAN BEHIND THE TIMES ; 
What’s going on at the New York Times? Are feminists reponsible? Not quite. An 
organization is the primary responsibility of the person at the top. And the person 
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at the top is a man. The man behind the Times, if you will, is Arthur Sulzberger, 
Jr., the publisher. (The reader will smile at the irony of my representing the Board 
of NOW in New York City to “educate” his dad on biases against women in the 
New York Times in the early '70s.) 

We gain some insight into Sulzberger Jr. and therefore the Times’ inner work- 
ings from Nan Robertson, the feminist author of The Girls in the Balcony: 
Women, Men and the New York ‘Times.'** She explains that Sulzberger Jr. “con- 
siders himself a feminist . . . is an ardent fan of the writer Marilyn French,” and 
keeps in his desk a typed page of excerpts by French.!** Marilyn French is the 
author of The War Against Women, in which she concurs with women who be- 
lieve “men are well on their way to exterminating women from the world,”!** and 
also the author of The Women’s Room, in which French states that “All men are 
rapists and that’s all they are.”!?’ 

When a paper is run by someone who is a fan of people who believe men are 
just rapists who are conducting a War Against Women, people will be hired who 
believe the enemy must be defeated, the means justifies the end. Thus Marilyn 
French's books are given multiple reviews and special interviews and the New 
York Times Censorship List becomes almost as clearly defined as the New York 
Times Best Seller List. 


THE NEW YORK TIMES CENSORSHIP LIST 
The New York Times Book Review, a section that depends on objectivity, has in- 


stead an “attitude” toward men that is perhaps best reflected in this Book Review 
headline:'*8 
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This “attitude” is reflected in man-haters like Marilyn French and Andrea 
Dworkin having every book they write reviewed while books.written by men who 
articulate the issues of adult men with compassion and criticize the feminist per- 
spective have none of those books reviewed. 

I'll document this in a second, but first the significance of this breach of the 
core journalistic ethic of fairness and balance. When the New York Times 
Book Review ignores a book it sends a message: “You are not one of the 


players.” Other media take the cue. When it systematically ignores books on a Ak 
topic with one point of view and gives double reviews to books with the opposite 
perspective, the violation is not just one of journalistic ethics, but of the respon- 
sibility of power. 

Now to the documentation. A review of the New York Times Index from 
1971 through 1998 reveals that Marilyn French, the woman loved by publisher 
Sulzberger, and her book, The Women’s Room—the one that states, “All men are 
rapists and that’s all they are’—was misandrist enough to be given not one, but 
two reviews by the New York Times. The first review was by another feminist who 
is a New York Times favorite, Ann Tyler.'?? To make sure no opinion leader missed 
the book, it was given a second review within two weeks, and this time by one of 
the New York Times’ most respected reviewers, Christopher Lehmann-Haupt.!*° 

The corollary of the New York Times’ message, “You are not one of the players,” 
when it ignores a book is that when the New York Times does review you, especially 
positively, and especially twice, and particularly by its favorite and more respected 
reviewers, it makes you one of the players. Soon other things start a-happening. 
In Marilyn French’s case, The Women's Room was made into a motion picture. 

To this day the New York Times has not dropped its promotion of French, giv- 
ing multiple reviews to three more of her books, including The War Against Women. 
When The War Against Women is given to feminist reviewer Isabelle de Courtivron, 
French is made to sound like a major thinker rather than a sexist man-hater.!*! 

In a similar manner, Andrea Dworkin, whose hatred toward men is ex- 
pressed in her novels via certain characters who, as she openly explains, repre- 
sent her personal perspectives,!4? also has each of her five books between 1981 
and 1991 reviewed. I will look a bit more closely at-her later, but the relevant is- 
sue here is that her career was also jump-started by the New York Times assign- 
ing her book, Pornography, to a feminist (Ellen Willis) to review.'*? 

_In both cases, when a feminist can virtually lock in a book review by the New 
York Times, she or he can guarantee a publisher no matter how man-hating the 
book. When in addition, the Times sets the author up with an ideological ally as 
a reviewer, the book is virtually guaranteed mainstream credibility. Then the New 
York Times is no longer reviewing a book, it is making an author. It is not cover- 
ing news, it is creating news. 

In contrast are books written by men who articulate the issues of adult men 
with compassion and criticize the feminist perspective. I promised documentation 
for the New York Times reviewing none of those books. Specifically, books fitting 
that category have been written by Asa Baber, Sanford Braver, Phil Cook, Richard 
Driscoll, Herb Goldberg, Jack Kammer, Andrew Kimbrell, Aaron Kipnis, Jeffrey 
Leving, Neil Lyndon, David Thomas, and myself. None have been reviewed. 

It is also rare for authors of books on gender from any of the two traditional 
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gender perspectives to be reviewed as well, but exceptional circumstances do al- 
low an occasional review of those books. 

Perhaps, though, there are legitimate reasons for this? Let's check it out. 

First possibility: These are authors who are not worth reviewing. That can't 
be said: Andrew Kimbrell wrote The Human Body Shop in 1993.'*4 Nothing to do 
with feminism. The New York Times gave it a rave review. Two years later he 
wrote The Masculine Mystique,'*> critical of the distortions of academic femi- 
nism. The New York Times ignored it. Herb Goldberg wrote the first book critical 
of feminism by a man who questions traditional roles, The Hazards of Being 
Male. The New York Times ignored it. He later wrote The New Male, which was 
not critical of feminism. The New York Times reviewed it. 

When I wrote The Liberated Man,'*° I had never published a book. But it 
was written from a feminist perspective. The New York Times reviewed it twice. 
Both times in the best place in the world: the Sunday Book Review. My next two 
books were more male positive and questioned feminism. The New York Times 
ignored them both. 

Is it possible the New York Times just ignores books on gender issues? No: 
They reviewed, I would estimate, between nine hundred and a thousand pro- 
feminist books between the mid-’70s and 1999. 

Is it possible they just ignore books on men’s issues? Not quite. When 
Michael Kimmel, an ardent pro-feminist, wrote his pro-feminist attack on men’s 
issues, the New York Times reviewed it. That is, they reviewed a book attacking, 
what they had themselves refused to cover: books positive about adult men’s is- 
sues that were critical of any portion of feminism. And of course they reviewed 
those particular books by Herb Goldberg and me on men’s issues when we were 
not critical of feminism. 

The New York Times does do an occasional review of two other types of 
books on males: books on boys, and books on male spirituality. Why? Boys’ vul- 
nerabilities trigger women’s protective instinct. Boys have not rejected women, 
men have. Boys do not threaten the feminist political or legal agenda. | 

Similarly, male spiritual issues also do not threaten core feminist doctrine on 
political issues, so if one becomes a best-seller, like Robert Bly’s Iron John, the 
New York Times can review it. And as for authors like Rush Limbaugh, from the 
political right, they are far enough away from the New York Times Book Review 
readers’ thinking they can occasionally be reviewed (usually panned) without 
feminists being threatened. Second, they deal only tangentially with gender issues. 

And finally, the New York Times does review books critical of feminism if they 
are written by women. But . . . they then assign feminists to tear them apart. When 
Christina Hoff Sommers wrote Who Stole Feminism, the New York Times assigned 

yr il the review to Nina Auerbach (a feminist). A bit like asking Phyllis Schlaffly to re- 





view Gloria Steinem’s next book. The exception here is Katie Roiphe's book crit- AN 
ical of feminism. But then again, her mother wrote for the New York Times. 

What the New York Times Book Review censors, then, is books written by 
men who criticize the feminist perspective and articulate adult men’s issues with 
compassion. 

In the sense that books critical of feminism go through a markedly different 
screening process prior to being reviewed, the New York Times can be said to cen- 
sor all feminist-critical books. 

We have also begun to see that the editors at the New York Times employ 
their feminism to violate the second biggest ethic (after censorship) in book re- 
view journalism—neutrality: to select book reviewers knowledgeable enough to 
understand a book's goal and the importance of.that goal, and neutral enough to 
impart to the reader how well the goal is achieved. Instead, books on gender are 
most frequently given “Sisterhood Reviews.” 

For example, a Gloria Steinem book is reviewed by Deidre English, a social- 
ist feminist and former editor of the socialist feminist Mother Jones magazine. '*’ 
When Mary Daly, the radical feminist religious studies professor $ discuss 
above'*® wrote a more recent book, Outercourse, it was reviewed by another rad- 
ical feminist religious studies professor. Similarly, Carol Gilligan is reviewed by 
feminist colleague Carolyn Heilbrun; Carolyn Heilbrun is reviewed by UCLA 
feminist Barbara Packer. So Packer is able to agree with Heilbrun that no sane ! 
person could want the female role. When a book has a feminist orientation, the 
New York Times quickly drops the journalistic standard of a neutral reviewer and 
often searches out a compatible colleague. 

In many cases of feminist authors, it finds more than a compatible colleague. 
It finds a good friend. And this is a practice that has been going on since the early 
70s. I can remember dining with an early feminist who was telling me about her 
new book and her best friend. I was a bit surprised to see in the following Sun- 
day's the New York Times Book Review her best friend's review of her book. 


THE NEW YORK TIMES: MAN-HATERS MADE HERE 


Some of my best friends are men. It is simply that I think women are 
superior to men. 


. ANNA QUINDLEN, 
Columnist, the New York Times, 1977—1994, in the column titled, 
“Why Can’t a Man Be More Like a Woman?” 


Theoretically, any columnist for the New York Times that wrote, “Some of my 
best friends are blacks. It is simply that I think whites are superior to blacks.” 
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would be fired. I say theoretically, because, practically speaking, the column 
would never clear the supervising editor's desk; it would never be printed. If it 
were, the editor would also be fired. 

The New York Times does not exactly make man-haters. It just makes them 
famous. And credible. It is the single most responsible source for integrating 
man-haters like Marilyn French, Catharine MacKinnon, Andrea Dworkin, and 
Barbara Ehrenreich into the mainstream of feminist respectability. . 

The New York Times Magazine introduced Catharine MacKinnon on their 
front cover, with her head photographed in such a way as to be surrounded by 
light, creating a subtle appearance of a halo.!*? The article portrayed her think- 
ing as being pioneering, at the cutting edge of the feminist legal community. 
What is her thinking? ; 

MacKinnon claims that women are forced to say “yes” to sex in order to sur- 
vive! and, therefore, sex—even after a “yes”—is often rape. I had heard Mac- 
Kinnon quoted as:taking this a step further, saying all sexual intercourse is rape: 
the man penetrates the woman, and therefore invades her. But since I’m more of- 
ten misquoted than not, I just assumed it was a misquote. I had an opportunity 
to check out my assumption when I did a special with MacKinnon and Peter Jen- 
nings on rape on ABC’s Evening News. During the panel she did not say that. So, 
off the air, I asked her if her perspective was correctly represented by the belief 
that “all sexual intercourse is rape.” She not only confirmed, but reiterated it vol- 
untarily and emphatically. | 

Back to the New York Times. Right after MacKinnon appeared on the New 


York Times Magazine's cover, NBC selected her as the only consistent outside co- 


moderator (with Tom Brokaw) of the Clarence Thomas—Anita Hill hearings. ‘The 
way much of the press interpreted the hearings was colored at least in part by 
MacKinnon’s perspectives on male-female sexuality. 

We met Andrea Dworkin in the chapter on man bashing—the woman who 
admits to purposely using certain fictional characters to represent her perspec- 
tive. Although a woman, she claims to understand the male consciousness 
enough to tell her readers that “sex and murder are fused in the male conscious- 
ness, so that one without the imminent possibility of the other is unthinkable 
and impossible.”!>! | | 

Dworkin’s comments, if made about any other group in a business, the gov- 
ernment, ot an academic setting, would be a career ender. For the New York Times, 
they are career makers. Needless to say, the New York Times reviews Dworkin 
and helps make her famous. Fortunately, one reviewer at least made Dworkin’'s 
perspectives clear: “Ms. Dworkin advocates nothing short of killing men.”!* 

For the New York Times’ staff, with its sensitivity to anti-Semitism, to make 
credible a woman: equating heterosexual sex with murder; to sponsor for more 


than one-and-a-half decades a weekly columnist writing, “I think women are f 
superior to men” (Quindlen); to celebrate as cutting-edge legal opinions of all | 
heterosexual sex as rape (MacKinnon); to applaud and review a woman who says 
all men are rapists (French) suggest an inability to extrapolate from anti-Semi- 
tism’s deeper lessons. 


MEN’S VS. WOMEN’S INTERNAL STORIES: THE ANATOMY OF THE FRONT PAGE 
When I took a break from writing this morning, I sneaked out to my driveway in 
my bathrobe and mussed up hair and ran back.in with the New York Times 
(which I still love!). I woke up my woman friend, gave it to her, and, while I was 
making breakfast, she pointed to this page-one headline with the comment, “Re- 
member last night . . .” 

“Yes...” . 

“No, I mean when you mentioned how the newspapers tell the internal sto- 
ries of unknown women more than unknown men? Look at the New York Times 
front page.”!> 
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The Lace Curtain’s impact on the New York Times is so pervasive, it is ap- 
parent almost daily. A story of woman-as-victim, usually accompanied by a 
poignant picture of a woman victim, is almost de rigeur for Sunday's front page, 
perhaps the most influential single page of newsprint published weekly any- 
where in the world. But whether during the week or on Sunday, there are pat- 
terns to the- biases. Compare the above front page with the one on the following 
page, also January of 1999.14 
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‘Women’ s Suicides Reveal 
Rural China’s Bitter Roots 


Nation Starts to Confront World's Highest Rate 





Both front pages headline women’s tragedies. In both, women’s tragedies are 
personalized (so much so, that in the first story, about Kendra, I felt considerable 
sadness and anger at the tragedy of a lovely woman's life being randomly robbed in 
her twenties). In both, men are highlighted as the cause of the female victimization. 

In both, the type of tragedies experienced by the women äre, in fact, much 
more common to men (men are murdered three times more frequently than 
women; men now commit suicide in the United States four and a half times 
more frequently than women). China is the only country in the world that has 
more females committing suicide than males.'”> Why aren't we seeing front page 
New York ‘limes headlines about each of the countries in which men commit sui- 
cide more and why the men are doing it men’s internal stories? Why are we not 
seeing stories about why men over eighty-five commit siticide 1,350 percent more 
frequently than women over eighty-five?!” 

But lets go beyond the surface --to why the China story does not justify the 
woman-as-victim headline. In China, suicide is a two-sex problem. For every quar- 
ter million Chinese, only five fewer men commit suicide than women.’ Nothing in 
the article helps us understand men’s reasons for suicide. Yet female suicide is 
blamed on male patriarchy and female isolation. But when one sex is isolated, isn't 
the other? When a spouse dies, men- the widowers---are ten times more likely 
than widows to commit suicide.!’8 Perhaps that has something todo with isolation? 

All this is part of a principal central to the lace Curtain: When the problem is 
worse for American men, find a country in which it is as bad for women and head- 
line it as worse for women. ‘Then portray this woman's problem as caused by men or 
patriarchy. ‘the result? ‘he American reader now knows how to detect snicide’s 
warnings for a woman living in rural China, but not for our teenage son or aging dad. 

Do men who commit suicide make the front page of the New York Times? If 
they are famous, yes. If they are “just a man,” no. Women make it for being women. 

And unknown women make it for being victims in almost every conceivable 
manner. Here are three examples on just one front page of the Sunday New York 
Times, March 7, 1999. (There is not a single story focused on a man as a victim of 


IQ. any type.) ‘Lop of the page is a picture of a woman near Algiers mourning. !®? Her 








grandchildren were killed in the war. We don't see stories of the personal misery her {] : 
grandchildren are enduring in war---that might have included the misery of men. 
Directly underneath is the story of a female health worker allergic to latex 
gloves. ‘Turns out that 10 percent of health workers have such allergies,'“ but 
the only story personalized on the front page is that of a female health worker. 
Still on the same front page is the story of a-woman who sued her coach for 
sexual harassment. 
When women are benefiting from women’s sports going from 300,000 stu- 
dent athletes in 1972 with the passage of Title IX, to 3 million student athletes 
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currently,!©' what makes the front page is the picture and personal story of a fe- 


male victim. 
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The very next day, March 8, front page again . . . 
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| Police Abuses Start to Get Attention in China 
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Wait, there is something underneath this Medicaid mom article: “Police 
Abuses Start to Get Attention in China.”!® It turns out that four men are vic- 
tims. But as male victims they are not worthy of a headline. Or a picture. What 
makes the headline is the image of a man-as-abuser: Chinese police (read: men). 
Even when only men are the victims, the New York Times finds a way of head- 
lining the men who are the perpetrators. 

The problem? This is reinforcing the message to our daughters that the path 
to attention and empathy is victimhood. This disempowers women. And it tells 
our sons their path to attention is saving women. Which leaves our daughters 
feeling entitled, and angry when men don't deliver. 


ABOUT THE GOOD TIMES 
I had hopes for the New York Times when it began to do a weekly “About Men” 
column. And some of its columns did hit home. But overall the column focused 
on self-effacing, personal anecdotes that consistently stopped short of touching 
on underlying men’s issues such as why our teenage sons’ suicide rate is increas- 
ing (and what we can learn from the decrease in our daughters’ rate). I flew from 
San Diego to New York to meet with the editor and discuss incorporating these 
underlying issues into the “About Men” column. I could feel, even as I was get- 
ting through to him, that he felt the column had a formula, and his hands were 
tied. The column was ultimately reduced to twice per month (alternating with a 
column called “Hers”) and was then replaced. 

All this said, about one or two articles per year appear somewhere in the New 
York Times with at least an attempt at looking at men’s issues. One was, “A Few 
Good Men? Don't Look in the Movies.”'®? And don't look in the New York Times. 


TuE Lace CURTAIN IN MAGAZINE PUBLISHING 


Switch with me to the largest circulating weekly magazine in the United States, 
Parade. Perhaps Parade’s most visible weekly feature is a column by Marilyn vos 
Savant, whose claim to fame is having the “highest IQ on record.” 

She is asked, “Are women really better at ‘being good people’ than men 
are?”!4 Her answer: “Yes.” She gives two pieces of “evidence.” First, more men 
are in prison. If more women were in prison, might Ms. Savant be suggesting 
that it is because women are the most disadvantaged? Would she say African- 
Americans are worse people because higher percentages are in prison? 

Second, she says, men caused the wars. If we had required only women to 
be drafted, then blamed women for causing the wars, wouldn’t someone call that 
“blaming the victim’? We have already seen Parade’s headlines turning men’s 
déaths in war into female victimhood. Is there a pattern here? 

Ai Behind this Lace Curtain, a few exceptions have been found. Time ran two 


- 


cover stories with male-positive themes: one on a father searching for his kid- /H| 
napped children'®; the other on, man bashing.'©° Forbes did a feature on men 
committing suicide and why they do it.'°’ Some of the worst examples of the 

Lace Curtain, though, are in the women’s and even men’s magazines. 

Go to any news stand any month. The titles of the articles in women’s and 
men’s magazines are basically the same as they were when I reported my first 
analysis (1986) of women’s and men’s magazines in Why Men Are the Way They 
Are.!68 In fact, Cosmopolitan has a book filled with titles and how long it should 
be before they are recycled. i 

Women’s magazines promise the world and deliver male dependency; men’s 
magazines promise little and deliver female avoidance. Men’s and women’s mag- 
azines work together: His keeps the man “out to lunch,” which keeps the woman 
wanting him to buy lunch; hers keeps the woman complaining and misunder- 
standing, which keeps the man searching for a woman who isn't just faking un- 
derstanding. Here's how. 


OPEN A WOMAN’S MAGAZINE, FIND A MIXED MESSAGE 

Are women’s magazines still teaching women how to seduce their boss in one ar- 
ticle and sue for sexual harassment in another? Yes. Metaphorically and literally. 
Let’s start with literally. The title is “How to Seduce Your Boss.”'©? Working 
women are given the working plan. 


¢ Step one: ask boss to explain some aspect of the job . . . and “Sit close while 
he does so . . . don't be afraid to show him that you're physically interested.” 


¢ Step two: “Start involving him in your personal life . . . ask him advice on 
private matters. . . .” By this time, 


e Step three is either the indirect method, that is, he asks her out or, if all 
else fails, the direct method, such as she invites him to a “small cocktail 
party at your apartment.” Then, when he wants to go to bed, use 


e Step four: “Act innocent and defenseless and girlish (although quite 
adamant that he’s not going to take you to bed). And, believe me, you'll 
have him hooked.” (Emphasis mine.) Of course, once she says an 
adamant no, next time she’s free to say yes. Which leads to 


° Step five: “Every two hours or so during your first night together, wake 
him up and tease him into giving you more.” 


e Step.six is after his wife finds out: “There is no onus on you to feel guilty 
about his wife . . . These days, there is so much more at stake in human 
relationships than unquestioning loyalty.” 


WHAT A MAN MIGHT SAY WHEN He HEARS, “IT’S MEN IN THE NEwS,... 


WOMEN CAN'T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


This article appeared about the same time a woman named Monica was an 


. intern -“innocent and defenseless and girlish” —who had nevertheless been 


fired from her internship for doing too much hanging around at every presiden- 
tial appearance to which she could gain access. 

‘lhe articles in women’s magazines are enormously male dependent. But 
they almost always leave a woman with as much misunderstanding as under- 
standing. As a result, the women are left with failed relationships, buy another 
woman's magazine with another new title offering new hope, find reality dashing 
that hope, which leads to depression and anger. Meantime, the men in her life 
are deprived of what I call men’s primary need: understanding, without which 
there is no intimacy. 


OPEN A MEN’S MAGAZINE, FIND A FEMINIST 

Most of the men’s magazines are no better. They are less about female depen- 
dency than female avoidance. They focus on “the five male crutches”: business, 
politics, sports, equipment, and women in a sexual sense. As a result, women feel 
less than misunderstood. They feel they don’t matter enough for him to even make an 
attempt at understanding. Men, and men’s magazines, keep men pleasing women 
by buying women things rather than psychologically connecting with women. 

There is, though, a new twist. When magazines with mostly male sub- 
scribers, such as Money and Fortune, do focus on relationship or gender issues, 
it is surprising how often they too are from a feminist perspective. Susan For- 
ward, author of Men Who Hate Women and the Women Who Love Them, was 
chosen to write a piece for Money called “Next Oprah: Men Who Waste Money 
and the Women Who Love Them.”!”° The focus is money-reckless men and their 
female victims . . . without a single reference to money-reckless women. 

The men’s magazines are now sometimes run by women. Even Playboy is run 
by a woman, and its “Forum” section is run by a feminist.'”' Playboy funds femi- 
nist causes much more than men’s causes. And Penthouse? Let's take a look. 

A sixty-four-year-old male teacher explains to a female Penthouse advice 
columnist (Xaviera Hollander—of The Happy Hooker fame) that he had a stroke 
after thirty-four years of teaching, which led to money problems, and to sexual 


problems with his wife!72: 


... Although she lets me have intercourse with her twice a week, she does 
it with scorn. . .. My wife tells me that breasts are for nursing babies, not 
husbands, and now I can't even enjoy seeing them because she hardly ever 
goes naked in front of me. . . . T can't touch her. If 1 do, she spins around and 


twists away from me.... 


Now, here is how the Penthouse columnist’s response to the man began: 


If any American wife could go before a court and have the judge declare her 
husband to be an incompetent nincompoop, what a wondertul place the 
world would be --and what a victory for women’s lib. Luckily for you, the law 
is not really prepared to accept a wife’s unsupported opinion concerning her 
husband's imbecility, because I suspect if this were the case, all the hus- 
bands would be safely tucked away in sanitariums and we women would be 
running the country. (emphasis mine) 


There are good men’s magazines, like Men’s Health; and an exceptional 
columnist on men’s issues, Asa Baber in Playboy. The good news of men’s maga- 


zines is no false hope and no self-tighteousness; the bad news is no consciousness. 


MODERN MATURITY OR MODERN MISANDRY? 

You're too old for women’s and men’s magazines? Then the word is not “old,” it’s 
“mature.” Modern Maturity is the largest-selling monthly magazine in the United 
States. After it censored my article (see above), I couldn't help but keep an. eye 
out for whether it ran other articles that discussed the positive aspects of men 
and masculinity. One, titled “He Said, She Said” and written by a husband and 
wife, held out hope. Until I saw the formula. 

He puts himself down, and she puts him down. Well, that explains their 
marital harmony! Here's how she explains him (all her words): “as a scratching, 
swearing, uncaring, grunting, insensitive member of a sex that is lower on the 
evolutionary scale than herself and her sex.” Then, in a moment of compassion; 
she condescends: “I realize you are not entirely responsible for your limited abil- 
ity to perceive the more elevating aspects of existence. There are two ways to 
look at life: the female way, a way of warmth and beauty; and the male way, a way 
of bashed heads and broken bones. You, unfortunately, are limited by your sex. 
You're male.”!73 l 

The man she is writing about, her husband, is not Mike ‘Lyson, but Alfred 
Martinez, a columnist for the Los Angeles Times. She writes, “He grunts when 
words are just too much trouble.” He makes his living grunting? Her only bio de- 
scription is “running the Martinez household.” Translation: This living he makes 
“grunting” pays not only his bills, but hers. Talk about biting the hand that feeds 
you. Maybe I should try this grunting. Don’t worry, Alfred . . . you'll die sooner. 

There is a gap here between the medium and the message. ‘he sex or 
warmth and beauty is ripping him to shreds; the sex of uncaring insensitivity ar- 


gues his point with enough caring and sensitivity to never once criticize her. 
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WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


Had she taken a more troubled man—like Mike Tyson---and declared him to 
be a member of a race that is lower on the evolutionary scale than her Caucasian 
self, could Modern Maturity publish it and claim to be either modern or mature? 


THE Five STAGES OF LACE CURTAIN CENSORSHIP 

IN Book PUBLISHING 

1. CENSORSHIP BY CONSTITUENCY 

Why do books like No Good Men get published, but not No Good Women, No 
Good Blacks, or No Good Jews? And why do titles like Men Who Hate Women and 
the Women Who Love Them become big best-sellers while titles like Men Who 
Love Women and the Women Who Hate Them can't even. get published? The 
spate of “women good/men bad” books (under the guise of “self-improvement”) 
inspired one author to do a take-off on the genre: Men Who Hate Themselves and 
the Women Who Agree with Them. 

Had this occurred because approximately 90 percent of relationship book 
readers are women and-——as Jesse Owens put it --“You don’t get nowhere by giv- 
ing people the lowdown on themselves”? Yes. Why do women need this self- 
assurance? Both sexes need it when rejected. When rejected, a self-assurance 
book is to a woman what a bar is to a man—each disappears into a safe place of 
assurance. Why do women attack men? Because it is men who have rejected 
them. When you expected that man to save you, well, that’s a long hard drop. 

It’s not that men who are rejected don’t want to attack the woman, it’s that 
it creates more of a conflict for a man. It conflicts with his male credo: Heroes 
protect women; villains and sissies attack women. And that’s in his genes. So 
men have to be really down and out before they could read a Men Good/Women 
Bad book. However, when women reject men, men also have their not-so-pretty 
defenses (gambling, porn, midlife crises, drinking). It’s just that when men reject 
women, women’s more likely defenses include reading. | 

The self-assurance book's job is to assure a woman she is better off without 
him, that she is better than he, that she lost him because she is capable of love, 
he is not. Thus, the three most ingenious titles: Women Who Love Too Much, the 
above-mentioned Men Who Hate Women and the Women Who Love Them and 
Everything Men Know About Women-—-the blank book that gets that knowing 
look. From there, they specialize. 

If he is afraid to commit, it must be because he can’t love (Men Who Can't 
Love), is immature (Peter Pan Syndrome), is psychologically disturbed (Casanova 
Complex), or is a scared wimp (Cold Feet). 

If he wasn’t afraid to commit, but the commitment didn’t last, she can be as- 
sured it is his fault—he was either Foolish Choice A or Foolish Choice B (Smart 
Women, Foolish Choices; The Field Guide to North American Males, a Peter Pan, 


Casanova, or some type of “man who can't love”) or a woman hater (Men Who “iN 
Hate Women and the Women Who Love Them). Meantime, she is smart, mature, 
and filled with love. 

Worst of all, if he committed to another woman, a younger woman, a woman 
with a type of power she used to have, he will ideally be seen as having a psycho- 
logical problem with a name (Jennifer Syndrome). The inevitable conclusion: For 
“self improvement,” a woman must undo her addiction to loving these jerks too 
much. And if.she fails? Read Why It's Always the Man's Fault. 

Suppose, though, she is married to a faithful, dependable man, but she's 
feeling the stale air of his dependability and yearns for fresh air? She can run to 
the Bridges of Madison County, then, once addicted (when the stale air of the af- 
fair requires more fresh air), to any of a hundred thousand romance novels. What 
to do if he’s the one to have an affair? Well, er . . . impeach him. 

The newest layer of men-are-evil, women-are-victims books to make it big 
are Christian romance novels. Frank Peretti, the “king” of the genre, spins tales 
of men serial killers in books like The Oath.'74 In secular romances, these male 
serial killers are usually balanced by an idealized male hero. In the Christian ro- 
mance, man-as-hero is replaced by God-as-hero, and the best men are vulnera- 
ble heroes unless they submit to the Lord. 

The good news is that the Christian romance encourages women to select 
men who can ask for help. The bad news is, the man is still expected to save her, 
but God is thanked when he does. In brief, the unadulterated set on the Chris- 
tian novel's bus of virtue is reserved for God. 


2. CENSORSHIP BY EDITOR AND WRITER 

Most of this “I’m okay, he’s not” bias is generated by the power of a female con- 
stituency, but there is also the Lace Curtain in publishing, which starts with the 
background of relationship book writers and editors. 

Virtually no relationship book editor has the two experiences. common to 
millions of everyday American men: job experience in a hazardous job, engineer- 
ing, corporate sales, or career military with little choice of leaving because of re- 
sponsibilities to be the primary breadwinner for both a spouse and children. A 
few relationships book writers have this experience, but they are more likely to 
have psychological and academic backgrounds with career-oriented wives. Writ- 
ers who are exceptions find it difficult to find editors who are exceptions. (If one 
editor is an exception, it is almost impossible for him to persuade his colleagues, 
in part because relationship books are bought by about 90 percent women—and 
so we come full circle!) 

Here’s how this works, based on my three decades among relationship book 
editors and other authors. Both the author of relationship books and the rela- 
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tionship book editor are usually graduates from top colleges, and liberal arts ma- 


jors. I documented above how these majors are taught largely by professors with 
a feminist orientation. The person who chooses liberal arts enters it knowing she 
or he is making a monetary sacrifice vs. going for an engineering degree or an 
MBA. It therefore selects for a more feminine-sensitive and feminist-sensitive 
personality than that of the teamster or engineer. The men editor and writer is 
more likely to have his wife’s help with income (or have no one to support) than 
does the average American man; the female editor is more likely to have a man 
help with the children, or have no children. 

That’s the basics with the heterosexual male relationship book writers and 
editors. Among male editors, though, many are gay. The gay man, while subject 
to many biases himself, does not have the same pressure to take jobs that are 
high enough paying to give a wife the options to be full time or part time with the 
children. That's the key differentiation between the heterosexual family man and 
the gay family man. It makes it as difficult for the gay male editor to identify with 
the heterosexual male life experience as it does for the heterosexual editor to 
identify with the books on the gay experience. This doesn’t mean it cannot be 
done, but our life experiences are our most powerful single reference point. 

Approximately three quarters of relationship book editors, though, are 
woinen.!’> Almost all are feminists. A colleague of mine reported to me that his 
editor on a book about relationships (due to be published in 2000) made him 
take out all references to females who cheat on their husbands. No, it was worse 
than that. The names were changed so that real-life women who had cheated be- 
came men who cheated! He was forced to choose: the woman-as-victim point of 
view or not be published. . 

The nature of these backgrounds leaves most relationship book editors and 
writers believing what she or he reads in the news about the “new woman” being 
out there initiating sex, paying for dinners, marrying aspiring househusbands, 
and doing all those liberated things. Bottom line? When this combines with the 
purchasing power of the female book buyer, few books on the male perspective 
make it through this Lace Curtain. 


3. CENSORSHIP BY ACQUISITION 

In a totalitarian society, the government censors. In a capitalist society, our pur- 
chases “censor.” More precisely, we don’t produce what the masses won't buy. 
Books that are sensitive to female and feminist concerns are much more likely to 
be acquired by publishers than are books representing men’s perspectives exactly 
because women buy this type of book, and women are 85 percent—90 percent of 
relationship book buyers. It is not true just that women can’t hear what men don't 
say, but also true that no one sells what men don’t buy. 


When both writers and editors are also tuned in to females and feminism, ‘AI 
then the three most important filters determining which books should be ac- 
quired—the consumer, the writer and the editor—are all of “one political party,” 
if you will. Thus Simon & Schuster acquires No Good Men but does not acquire 
No Good Women because they know No Good Men will sell, and because it 
doesn’t offend the editor's sensibilities as No Good Women would. 


4. CENSORSHIP DURING THE WRITING 

The book you are reading has itself endured a Lace-Curtain censorship experi- 
ence, stage one. It was originally under contract with Simon & Schuster with a 
wonderful feminist editor named Marilyn Abraham, also a vice president. Mari- 
lyn had been my editor for The Myth of Male Power. As her questioning and 
double-checking my data left her satisfied she became my spokesperson at S&S. 
Unfortunately, Marilyn retired after editing some chapters for this book and my 
next one (Father and Child Reunion). At the time, all the chapters were to be part 
of this book. They were soon turned over to another feminist editor, and that’s 
when the fun started. 

The new editor, let’s call her Frances, has since left the company (I don't be- 
lieve it had to do with the experience I am about to share except, perhaps, to the 
degree that it was representative). To be fair to Frances, when she got to my 
chapters on fathers’ issues, she had just become a first-time mother. I was bring- 
ing to bear some cross-cultural data that showed that children living only with 
dads fared better than children living only with moms. I made it clear that this 
did not imply men made better parents, but only that the type of man motivated 
enough to be a father today seemed more effective than the average mom. 
Nevertheless, Frances had a visceral reaction to these chapters. 

Of course, Frances could not say “censored” directly. She said it indirectly by 
requiring I eliminate that material that described children of divorce and focus 
instead on the intact family. Of course, in an intact family it is impossible to sep- 
arate out the influence of the dad from the mom, preventing me from articulat- 
ing my core theme. I explained. She insisted. I submitted the manuscript 
essentially as it was when Marilyn had approved it. She rejected it, along with two 
chapters that now appear in this book (on domestic violence and housework). 

When I received the rejection letter my brain gave way to a stomach that had 
lost its bearing. I suddenly deepened my empathy for the men from whom I re- 
ceive calls reporting false accusations. I called other editors at Simon & Schus- 
ter who I had heard respected my work. They were empathetic but were fearful 
of becoming political. I suddenly felt isolated and lonely—me against the world’s 


biggest publisher. I felt like David, with a broken slingshot, encountering Go- 
liath. 
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The isolation abated a bit when I took my own advice and reached out to my 
support system. Certainly I was tempted to sue for censorship, but pretty quickly 
I submitted my material_to other publishers and was fortunate enough to obtain 
an editor I thus far love. I sit here with letters in front of me from other men who 
have been less fortunate. Some will publish with small publishers. Others, even 
brilliant writers like Fred Hayward, have clear voices yet to be heard. I hope this 
book will bring them some satisfaction our voices can be heard, but I know it will 
also bring them grief their voice was not the one heard, that they could have ex- 
pressed this better than I. 


5. CENSORSHIP AFTER PUBLICATION 

From the New York Times Book Review to talk shows, from feature pages to 
CNN news, the male-positive book encounters media land mines (or, on the air 
waves I suppose it's air mines) at every turn except radio. But the most important 
resistance it encounters returns us to the beginning of the cycle: the female con- 
stituency. ) . 

Nothing defeats censorship more than good sales. But I make that state- 
ment with caution derived of some strange experiences. For example, when The 
Myth of Male Power became a number one bestseller in Australia and an sub- 
stantial first printing quickly sold out, Random House of Australia refused to do 
a second printing. When Andrew Kimbrell’s first printing of The Masculine Mys- 
tique sold out quite quickly, Random House of the United States refused to do a 
second printing, or publish it in paperback—despite sending Andrew the money 
for the paperback.'”° Censorship? Coincidence? Conscious? Unconscious? 
Some things well never know. 


THE LacrE CURTAIN IN FILM 
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Perhaps the art that best reflects life is film. In the chapter on man bashing 
I review the way films bashing men reflect our culture. But 1998 did‘at least see 
Al two films that were masterpieces in their empathetic representation of the male 


experience: Saving Private Ryan and Life is Beautiful. I review them on my web- ‘Ht 
site, but suffice it to say here that part of their significance is that they were both 
commercial and critical successes, representing, therefore, holes in the Lace 
Curtain. | 

Unfortunately, these films were more the exception than the rule among re- 
cent films. Titanic is the rule. No reality-based film had a greater opportunity to 
allow the world a clearer look at men’s willingness to sacrifice their lives for 
women and children than Titanic, on which men died more than women at a rate 
of more than 9 to 1.!7” 

While we know Titanic had a fictionalized story line, it developed a reputa- 
tion for being meticulously researched with many characters based on reality. In 
some ways that was true. But one of the most fascinating stories behind the movie 
is the story revealed by what is and is not fiction. When we uncover how we fic- 
tionalize reality, we discover ourselves. And we also discover the methods used 
by the Lace Curtain to fictionalize reality. (Which is what-distinguishes this analy- 
sis from the previous chapter’s look at man bashing in films.) So welcome aboard. 


Titanic Fiction: A woman saves a man at the repeated risk of her life. 


Titanic Fact: There is no record of a woman risking her life to save an adult 
man, no less repeatedly. > 


Titanic Fiction: Men in charge decided to lock third class (steerage) passen- 
gers below the decks. 


‘N 


Titanic Fact: Public Record Office documents in London show that this never 
happened—in fact, a higher percentage of men from second class died than from 
third class (92 percent vs. 88 percent) and 55 percent of the third class women 
lived, which would not have been possible had they been locked below.'”® 


Titanic Fiction: Being poor made one even more disposable than being a man. 


Titanic Fact: Being a man and being poor both increased disposability, but be- 
ing a man increased it significantly more than being poor. First class men were 
22 times more likely to die (66 percent vs. 3 percent) than first class women.!”? 


The richest men were significantly more likely to die than the poorest women. 


Theoretically, there were three classes on the Titanic. Practically, though, 
men were more likely to die than the citizens of the first, second, or third class. 
In reality, the men were the invisible fourth class citizens. Here is the breakdown 


by class and sex.!80 
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Ist 66% 3% 
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3rd 88% 45% 





Finally, the multiple scenes of men as cowards (“Men first! Leave the 
women and children behind’!®!) negates the reality, especially regarding First 
Officer William Murdoch, who was portrayed in the film as taking a bribe, shoot- 
ing a third-class passenger, and then killing himself. In real life, “Murdoch be- 
haved heroically, sacrificing his life after laboring frantically to save others.”'® 
‘Twentieth Century Fox did apologize for their distortion, but all the scenes of his 
corruption and cowardice remain. '* 

In brief, the mandate of masculinity, to be more disposable than a 
third-class citizen, was diluted by three methods, all fiction: (1) Showing a 
woman also willing to die to save a man; (2) ‘lurning a heroic man (William Mur- 
doch) into a coward and killer; and (3) Sensationalizing class disposability (via 
the lockout scene and the portrayal of Murdoch killing a third-class passenger 
while accepting a bribe from a rich man). When disposability is falsely made a 
characteristic of both sexes and class disposability is played up, it leaves us 
downplaying the true disposability of masculinity: -only 8 percent of the second- 
class men saving themselves while saving 84 percent of their wives and 100 per- 


cent of their children. 


” 


WHAT DO “GUY FILMS” AND “CHICK FILMS” HAVE IN COMMON? 

Many trees have piven their lives to tell us how “guy films” and “chick flicks” dif- 
fer. But what they have in common is just as telling. The formula for fiction- 
based films that I document in The Myth of Male Power still prevails: Any 
woman in jeopardy who is portrayed as positive and feminine in a fiction 
film for more than three scenes does not die. 

Ironically, although many men might die saving her, only she is viewed as in 
jeopardy. Often she doesn’t shed blood, even if the men around her are dying. 
Even in an era of supposed equality the Lace Curtain in all of us makes the 
woman in jeopardy bullet proof. Remember, though, she must be seen for at 


least three scenes, otherwise we have not had a chance to become uttached to 





her—- that is, she had not developed in our minds as a woman; and the film must AI 
be fiction -in real life, women do get hurt, we just don’t want to make it part of 


our fantasy life. 


BELOW-THE-BELT FILMS, AN ITSY BITSY TEENY WEENIE DIVISION 
OF LACE CURTAIN STUDIOS 


In The War of the Roses, it's about two hours into the divorce wars when Michael 
Douglas's character, still believing his future ex-wife may be his friend, is lulled 
into believing she wants to have, er,.. . . the pleasure of his penis. It.is only when 
she takes a bite out of it that he “gets it.” Quite a metaphor for what may side- 
track a man here or there from seeing a woman’s anger. 

‘The anger at men not investing their sexuality in marriage is an international 
theme. We could see it as carly as 1976 in the Japanese-French film In the Realm 
of the Senses. A prostitute strangles her lover, then slices off his penis, lorena 
Bobbitt--style (perhaps |.orena’s inspiration’), then spends some four days deliri- 
ously wandering the streets of Tokyo “resplendent with happiness” (neither a typo 
nor a pun).!84 The man can't say he wasn't warned. The prostitnte’s name is Sada. 

In many movies, the gross castration of men seems more for its entertain- 
ment value. Caligula features a man’s penis being chopped off and fed to a pack 
of dogs; in The World According to Garp, a car accident results in Garp’s penis be- 
ing unwittingly bitten off by Ms. Hurt (another foreboding name?). Yes, it’s a 
metaphor for Garp’s life, but isn’t illustrating it like that a bit. well, below-the- 
belt? Yet no one protests this treatment of men’s genitals; in fact, Disney pro- 
motes it. 

Disney films normally take care to avoid sex, and certainly violence against 
women, yet often make trailers out of violence against men’s and boys’ sexual or- 
gans —as in kicking a boy in the groin, or having a puck hit a boy in the testicles 
(The Mighty Ducks). In The ‘Three Musketeers, for example, a woman threatens a 
man’s penis with a knife (“I'm going to change your religion”).'®" These are fre- 
_ quently the scenes selected for the trailers for Disney films, thus seen repeatedly 
even if the movie is seen only once. And since the average child watches 25,000 
hours of 'I'V before his or her eighteenth birthday, this can have some impact! '® 

I don't think we would feel comfortable sending our daughters to Disney 
movies in which the trailer showed a scene of a man threatening to cut off a 
woman's clitoris with a knife. Our attitude is part of what creates the I ace Curtain. 


TV’s Lack CURTAIN 


The network that most endears itself to the lady of the house has the 
best chance of survival. 


NEWSWEEK 
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Item. Dead Husbands. The description in TV Guide: “A rollicking 1998 cable com- 
edy about wives who try to dispose of their insignificant others.”!®’ The “insignifi- 
cant others” are their husbands. When John Ritters character decides to give up 
writing, his wife and her women’s group try to have him shot, stabbed, strangled, 
and poisoned. That’s what makes it so funny. (And that’s what keeps me writing!) 


An analysis of the Boston TV schedule on a random day found that 80 per- 
cent of the programming addressed women’s problems and interests, and that a 
high percentage of it was blatantly man bashing.!88 Women in jeopardy TV fits all 
these requirements. 


“WOMEN IN JEP” 

In one year, half of the 250 made-for-TV movies depicted women as victims. '®? 
Although three-quarters of real-life murders are of men, there is no “men in jep” 
TV (with women competing to earn a man’s love by saving his life at the risk of 
her own). In real life, women are as likely to batter men as men are to batter 
women, but a man being battered by a woman is to your TV what a four leaf 
clover is to your backyard. 

Note in the TV ad below that she’s kicking him out.'¥? Yet she’s seen as the 
victim. How? He's labeled a bum. Thus his victimization—-being thrown out—is 
seen as deserved; she is subliminally viewed as finally getting the self-esteem to 
do what she should have done long ago. Imagine, though, a “Throw the Leech 
Out Week!” with his heel kicking her in the rear, and her clothes flying out the 
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door. In reverse, the ad would be evidence of the reason women can't file for di- A 
vorce—they'd be kicked and beaten. The ability of the networks to have only a 
“Throw the Bum Out Week!” reflects a more deep-seated prejudice that men en- 
counter when divorced—she's the victim, he’s the bum. 

All of this creates a culture in which men feel self-hatred. Yet the ratings 
generated by women-in-jeopardy TV (what the industry calls “women in jep”) 
create few reasons for the usually male executives to look within. 

Some shows, like 20/20, and occasionally Dateline, although dominated by 
feminist concerns when it comes to male-female issues, nevertheless do some 
excellent pieces representing men’s or male-positive perspectives. Overall, 
though, here's what happens when the story of a man in jeopardy attempts to be 
told. 

Michael Durant spent eleven days in captivity in Somalia after the Army he- 
licopter of which he was the pilot was shot down. Eighteen U.S. soldiers were 
killed. Michael wanted a movie to remember the soldiers who died. He got a 
contract when he agreed to have it told from his wife's point of view.'! 

Darin Detwiler tells how his sixteen-month-old-son, Riley, was- killed by E. 
coli poisoning from improperly cooked hamburger from a Jack-in-the-Box. After 
national attention, talking to President Clinton, and meeting with TV producers, 
he and his wife agreed to a made-for-TV movie to “put a human face” on the 
problem. | 

One problem. He was told the “story would have a better chance of being 
used if my wife were portrayed as a single mother—thereby qualifying it for the 
‘woman overcoming the odds’ category.”!”* Son dies, only Mom is victim, to por- 
tray Mom as victim, dispose of Dad. Sound familiar? Recall the front cover of the 
New York Times Magazine, portraying the mom as victim by disposing of the dad? 

After all this, feminists often cite women-in-jeopardy TV as examples of dis- 
crimination against women. Think about that. If men were in jeopardy and 
women were the evil perpetrators, would not that be cited as discrimination 
against women???’ In the deeper sense, though, feminists are correct. Women in 
jeopardy begets women in jeopardy. If only the feminists would practice what 
they preach. 

In the. 80s and ’90s, TV programming came to be defined as “progressive” 
when it showed how women are victims (raped, molested) and how men are vic- 
timizers, but “progressive” programming rarely pointed out how men saved 
women. In our everyday lives we might see six firefighters saving women, but no 
TV special called “Men as Saviors” points out that all six were men—that firemen 
who save women’s lives are far more ubiquitous than men who jeopardize 
women’s lives. Similarly, it is defined as progressive to listen to a feminist on PBS 
critique “male legislators” for making war, but, when democracies triumph over 
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Hitler or the Cold War ends, never crediting “male legislators” for making 
_ democracy. ‘lo acknowledge the full truth is no longer considered progressive, 

but regressive. 
~ Once we understand the Lace Curtain, most murder mysteries become 
more formula than mystery. Take ABC’s Murder One.'** When a man is on trial 
for a crime against a woman, who's guilty? Now, was that a mystery? If that crime 
is a sex crime, who's guilty? If his lawyer is a man, and the woman's lawyer is a 
woman, why watch? 

So why do we watch? For the same reason we watched Princess Diana walk 
down the aisle even though we knew the outcome would be a wedding. In our 
deepest psyche, we need reinforcement of the dichotomy between man-as-savior 
and man-as-enemy. Any man who is not a savior is a potential enemy. We need 
that reinforcement more than we need a mystery | 


THE “SISTERHOOD OF THE TUBE” 

The old, predominantly male producer was bottom-line focused—how to attract 
the most commercial dollars. He cared about one thing: ratings—female or male. 
Who he pleased was a subset of who it was profitable to please. In contrast, “the 
Sisterhood of the Tube,” as they called themselves, had a feminist mission. Al- 
ternatively known as the “Class of ’72”!% (the year the Equal Employment Op- 
portunity Act first gave women an affirmative action advantage), they solidified 
the feminization of network television during the ’80s and 90s. 

The Sisterhood agenda took root in the late 80s, included shows with virtu- 
ally all-female casts, such as Designing Women (women in business), The Golden 
Girls (women in retirement), China Beach (women in war), HeartBeat (women 
in medicine), Nightingales (women in nursing school), A Different World 
(women in college), Studio 5B (women in television).!”° It included prime-time 
soap operas (e.g., Dynasty, Falcon Crest) and female-centered shows such as A 
Fine Romance, Day by Day, Room 227, Murder She Wrote, Kate & Allie, and 
Who's the Boss? 

Empowerment feminist themes ran through some of these shows, like Who's 
the Boss? And the soaps did not whitewash the female shadow side. But most had 
more of the Designing Women flavor, in which every show is some version of man 

- as exploiter of women----either supposedly professional men like therapists or 
professors who harass those they're paid to help, thus violating their trust, or the 
deadbeat dad or a “wannabe” rapist. Like the Honeymooners, the man is always, 
in the end, wrong, sees the error of his ways, and increases his love for the more 
virtuous woman. 

The Sisterhood of the ‘Tube could succeed because of the sisterhood of their 

- audience. Women watch more television in every time slot of every day of the 





í 
week,!9” and buy more household items and personal items so it isn’t surprising AN 
that, as Newsweek puts it, “The network that most endears itself to the lady of the 
house has the best chance of survival.”!?8 The networks increasingly attracted fe- 
males, pushing males out and into the smaller audience cable channels. 

Lace Curtain funding, though, is also infiltrating the cable channels. Disney 
and Hearst own, Lifetime Cable. Forbes reports Lifetime is ranked “Number one 
in delivering the critical category of women to advertisers.”'” That is, they're out- 
doing even the networks’ devotion to women. 

The next millennium will combine another cable network for women’s pro- 
gramming with the Internet's capability to zero in more precisely on what each 
individual woman desires. This breath of female air will be called Oxygen Media. 
Brought to you by Oprah Winfrey, Marcy Carsey (the coproducer of Roseanne) 
and Geraldine Laybourne.? 
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PRIME-TIME JERKS AND THE SISTERHOOD WHO SOWS THEIR SEEDS 

The prime-time jerk was certainly not invented by the “Sisterhood of the 
‘Tube”—-The Honeymooners’ Ralph Kramden and Ed Norton were jerks in almost 
every segment, their wives compassionate and wise. Archie Bunker was an ego- 
tistical bigot, his wife compassionate and wise. The “contribution” of the Sister- 
hood was not the invention of male-as-jerk, but the integration of male-as -jerk into 
virtually every prime-time sitcom in which there was a male presence. 

The Sisterhood brought about the transition from the option of male-as-jerk 
to the obligation of male-as-jerk. It is not that women are exempt from jerk sta- 
tus in sitcoms. It is that men are portrayed as jerks (e.g., after back-and-forth in- 
sults, revealed to be the real fool), by my rough count, at a ratio of about 6 to | 
vis-a-vis women. When the women do make a mistake, it's more likely to be the 
subject of a one-liner or, at most, a segment. With the men, it’s one-liners, seg- 
ments, and the whole episode. Jerk is his character. 

The sitcoms are important because the same characters are with us each 
week . . . they work their way into our bloodstream. For women, we speak of the 
importance of role models; for men we give them jerks. Of course, putting down 
men is seen as funny, because men are seen as having the power, as being strong 
enough to take it. In their graves. 
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The male-as-jerk is so integral to a sitcom that The Wall Street Journal ex- 
plained that Roseanne was sold to the networks on the strength of a pilot episode 
in which Roseanne picks up a chocolate doughnut, methodically tears it apart, 
and says, “A guy is like this doughnut. First, you gotta get rid of all the stuff his 
mom did to him” (she flicks off the nuts), “then you gotta get rid of all that ma- 
cho crap that they pick up from the beer commercials” (she tears off another 
piece), “and then there’s my personal favorite, the male ego.” She pops the last 
piece into her mouth and gnashes ferociously on the “male ego.”2°! 

When Roseanne entered the sitcom scene, it was not only given prime time, 
but, in industry terms, “hammocked” between the two top-rated ABC sitcoms at’ 
the time.*°? Half a decade later, TV's equivalent of a century, Roseanne was be- 
ing touted as TV’s Domestic Goddess, which is a bit like touting Archie Bunker 
as TV's Sensitive New-Age Man. Roseanne's bio tells us a lot: born in a Jewish 
family, moved to Salt Lake City, spent time in a mental hospital, married postal 
worker, hates men, becomes star.293 

Tom Werner, of the Carsey-Werner Production Company that made 
Roseanne, sums it up: “Men are slime.”*°* We can look forward to more 
Roseannes. The Garsey of Carsey-Werner is the Marcy Carsey of the new Oxygen 
Media, focusing on women’s programming, available in your home in the year 
2000. 


Tv’S LACE CURTAIN IN DAYTIME TALK SHOWS 
A talk show cannot break a relationship book, but it can certainly make one. 
However, a favorite talk show theme is man-as-oppressor, woman-as-victim. 
Sally, Ricki, Jenny, Jerry, Maury, Montel, and Oprah vie for a heavily female fol- 
lowing with a ratio of about seven female producers for each male producer. 
Show titles such as “Impossible Men” (but less often “Impossible Women’), 
“Getting Husbands to Clean Up Their Act,”*°? “Deceived by the Man I Loved,” 
“He Left Me When I Needed Him Most,” and “Daddy Was a Monster’* tend 
to be a bit man bashing. . 
All this leaves the book on the male perspective with less exposure, making 
- it harder to justify a reasonable advance. And without a reasonable advance, a 
book gets few initial purchases by the book chains, is almost never put up front 
on display, and is advertised minimally. All of this creates a self-fulfilling 
prophecy of few sales, thus justifying the editorial board saying they can't afford 
to publish a book written from a man’s perspective. 


Tv NEWS 
__ When Prince Charles confessed he'd had an affair, it was hyped by the media as 
ANG Charles's betrayal of Di. When CNN reported that Princess Di had a secret affair 
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with James Hewitt, they headlined it as Princess Dis “journey of courage.”2°’ 
When we encourage either sex to see their affairs as part of a journey of courage 
caused by their partner, we are making divorce into a virtue. That will leave yet 
another generation of children destabilized. Their rebellion will be a yearning for 
rules, regulations, and structure in a futile attempt to heal the wounds of elusive 
love. 

Most of us pride ourselves on being fair. So how do we come to look at a 
marriage in such an unfair way and not even know we are doing it?. One way is 
by being presented with an attitude about male-female relationships when we 
think we are watching the news, even watching politics. 

For example, when CNN and Company aired “The New Face of Femi- 
nism’”—inspired by a Time magazine cover story on feminism—it invited four 
feminists to analyze it.2°° Sound reasonable? Yes, until we understand what's be- 
ing discussed. For starters, it is pay inequity between women and men—that is, 
male-female issues. By presenting only the feminist perspective—that women 
earn 76 cents to the dollar for the same work—-and invite no one to say that it’s 
for very different work, they leave many women feeling that it’s a jaurney of 
courage to expect a fair shake from all-powerful men. 

That is, CNN was theoretically analyzing only feminism, but in reality 
‘it was also analyzing the relationship between women and men, but from 
only a feminist perspective. And that creates misunderstandings, anger, and 
divorce. 

Once we see the relationship issues behind the theoretically political issues 
and ask why men’s perspectives aren't being aired, many shows look different. I 
mentioned this to a friend over dinner. I could- feel his skepticism. But a few days 
later I got a call. 


“I see what you mean. Last night I’m watching Dateline and I see Jane 
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Pauley doing two evenings worth of interviews with Anita Hill. And then I 
thought, what about Clarence Thomas? There was no interview with him, and no 
mention they had invited him. Then I saw she did no cross-examination whatso- 
ever. She seemed to lose all her journalistic skills. And then, on Dateline, I heard 
a report about research saying, ‘Men can’t understand what goes on except in a 
linear fashion.’ And they didn’t offer a counterperspective to that either.” 

Once the feminist perspective that men have the power goes unquestioned 
for long enough, put-downs of men can be integrated into the news and called 
humor without a call for equal time. Thus CNN Headline News devoted five 
minutes of worldwide coverage to How to Make Your Man Behave in 21 Days or 
Less Using the Secrets of Professional Dog Trainers.?°? 

When feminism defines gender and relationships and all four gender per- 
spectives are not invited to the table, divorce follows. When all four parties are 
at-the table, the FCC can be satisfied the media is facilitating communication. 

When all four parties are not at the table, we begin to not only use a double 
standard in hiring the sexes, but also a double standard in firing the sexes. 


How WE HIRE, WHO WE FIRE 

When Jimmy (the Greek) Synder suggested that black football players may have 
certain genetic advantages, he was fired.2!© When Andy Rooney of 60 Minutes 
denied making comments that a gay advocacy magazine claimed he made about 
gays and blacks, he was, despite the lack of proof, suspended for three months 
without pay.*!! When Al Campanis, who had spent his life working for minorities 
in baseball, made some tasteless remarks, he was labeled a racist and virtually 
destroyed.*!* They were men. 

But when Katie Couric told Senator Tom Harkin, “The one benefit of 
cloning is that we'll no longer need men (just kidding),”?!? everyone just laughed. 
Imagine Bryant Gumbel, an African-American former host of the Today Show, 
telling Ehud Barak, “The one benefit of cloning is that we'll no longer need Jews 
(just kidding).” Would NBC have fired him? 

Frankly, I do not favor firing Jimmy the Greek or Katie. Not for that incident, 
at least. But just months later, when Katie was interviewing a bride who had been 
deserted at the altar, she asked, “Have you considered castration as an op- 
tion?”?!4 Had Matt Lauer asked the jilted groom, “Have you considered the op- 
tion'of cutting off her breasts?” NBC would be considering the option of cutting 
off his contract. 

These Couricisms—or sexisms—though, are only the tip of Katie's iceberg. 
[ watch the Today Show most mornings. When Katie co-hosted with Bryant 
Gumbel, her anger toward him was palpable. I saw her hit Bryant Gumbel on air 

Ni more than a dozen times. Some of the hits were playful, but others were-hard and 
k 


appeared motivated by disgust. They often took Bryant by surprise. The conse- Al 
quences? NBC got rid of Bryant, transferring him away from one of the most 
prestigious spots on TV. He, Bryant, was called the chauvinist. 

It doesn’t take a Sensitive New Age Guy to wonder what would have hap- 
pened if Bryant had been consistently hitting Katie over the course of two or more 
years—even if all the hits were playful. Would feminists have been saying, “Well, 
she deserves it, maybe it will teach her not to make sexist comments about elim- 
inating all men and castrating a groom”? I don't think so. It is not conceivable 
that feminists would call Katie the chauvinist if Bryant had been hitting Katie. 

But . . . Bryant got the boot from one of the most prestigious positions in ‘l'V 
to a much less prestigious position. (He was eventually picked up by CBS for a 
return to anchoring in 1999, indicating it was not his desire to leave the world of 
morning anchoring.) Bryant said nothing, and held up no placards lamenting 
“Katie, Katie, Unfair Lady.” If Katie had been repeatedly hit, then let go by NBC 
without ever protesting, feminists would have called this “learned helplessness.” 
One problem. Feminists see it only when it happens to a woman and, since fem- 
inism is the only interpreter of relationships, we do not see learned helplessness 
when it happens to a man. 

The real issue here is not Bryant—I don’t consider Bryant to be either bat- 
tered or helpless. The issue is the double standard. And even the double stan- 
dard would be trivial if it didn’t reflect an attitude at the Today show that could 
have life or death consequences. As in the Today show’s coverage of women’s vs. 
men’s health. . . . 

I asked the Today show to give me a printout of their segments related to 
women’s and men’s health coverage, but they refused.?!° Certainly NBC has no 
legitimate reason to keep a printout of their segments secret, but it forced me to 
fall back on my own less-than-perfect tabulations (between wake-up and writing, 
pre- and post-shower, on varied sized Post-its at different stages of dress!). All 
women’s health concerns were at about an 11 to 1 ratio over all men’s health con- 
cerns between 1996 and 98. Breast cancer coverage alone exceeded all men’s 
health areas combined, including the thirty-four neglected areas I list above. And, 
from what I could tell, the men’s health segments were shorter. 

The trivialization of men’s health is also reflected in NBC’s humor. Jay Leno 
joked, when Bob Dole was running for president, that the vice presidency would 
be especially important—should Bob Dole win, the vice president would be only 
“a prostate away from the presidency.” If Elizabeth Dole had breast cancer, would 
he joke that if she becomes president, the vice presidency will be important be- 
cause he or she would be only “a breast away from the presidency’? 

On a lighter note, watch how these attitudes are reflected in smaller ways 
when the Today Show goes to the outside audience. In the front row are about 
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five women for each man. We can find the men in the back rows. When men do 
get up front, they usually have a special reason for being there (e.g., a clown cos- 
tume, a marriage proposal, anniversary, carrying a baby). Its humorous and petty 
until I recall blacks in the south in the ’50s—in the back of the bus. Blacks were 
in the back unless they had a special reason for being up front-—like Jackie 

Robinson or Arthur Ashe. 

How responsive is NBC to looking at these issues? The author of a study of 
The Cosby Show, one of the least sexist, nevertheless documented the sexist de- 
piction of men 142 times in twenty-two episodes, or once every 3.4 minutes.!® 
When he sent the study to Warren Littlefield, in charge of NBC programming, 
he received no response. 

Maybe NBC’s slogan, “Now more than ever,” really means just that: “NOW 
(the National Organization for Women) more than ever.” 


RADIO 


Radio, especially drive time, pulls in the commute-to-work male audience who 
let hazing, confronting, and affronting roll off their wheels. Which gives talk 
show hosts fewer constraints than people in any of the other media. Thus radio 
has a Rush from the Right, a Larry from the Left, a Schlessinger from “no sex be- 
fore marriage-ville,” and a Stern from “Sex in my studio, vil-u>?” They all made it 
first on radio even if they later also made it on TV. 

Radio's flexibility allows hosts like Howard Stern the latitude to drag his 
guests out from behind the Lace Curtain. Once he made it to radio, he could 
transfer his style to TV. I once watched him relentlessly cross-examine a gor- 
geous model who had dated Dodi al-Fayed (of Harrod’s fortune and Princess Di 
fame). Howard pointed her to the cliffs of honesty, then click-and-dragged her to 
its precipice. . . .7!” | 

“Why,” he hammered, “do models like you go from one multimillionaire to 
another rather than to loving, supportive men who can accompany you on your 
shoots?’—or something like that. When she fudged one way, Howard pushed the 
other, always on point: Why do women who have the options choose men with 
money and then wonder why they can't find men who love? 

Questions like this, from behind the Lace Curtain, if you will, are rarely 
asked at all on television, in the newspapers, in women’s studies, in the liberal 
arts, in government studies, in Gallop opinion polls. The first time I saw it 
broached on quasi-prime time was by David Letterman, just a couple of days af- 
ter Howard's handiwork.*!® David asked the superstar Sports Illustrated swimsuit 
model who she was engaged to and she said it was to the son of Rupert Murdoch. 

_ He joke-asked, “Why do beautiful women always marry money, what about some 





gentle, caring cashier in a supermarket, eh?” On TV though, when the model all 
laughed off David with some “Oh, he has a great personality, too” comment, 
David dropped it. Howard had permission to relentlessly pursue until the model 
revealed more of herself than she had in her photos. 

This male audience latitude also allowed radio talk show psychologist Dr. 
Laura (55 percent of her audience is men) more freedom to open herself up to 
men’s stories. Dr. Laura could write books like Ten Stupid Things Women Do to 
Mess Up Their Lives and speak sympathetically about women, and then ask for 
letters from men for a parallel book, Ten Stupid Things Men Do to Mess Up Their 
Lives, and say “When I read what men wrote, I sat there sobbing. I had a lot of 
prejudices and notions about men: -give them a beer and they're happy. . . . Writ- 
ing this book changed that.”*!? When she completed the book, she could air 
some of her new views without them being filtered through the constraints of po- 
litical correctness or even objective journalism. When she was shocked to find 
many women so unwilling to hear men’s feelings—defining sensitivity only as 
men hearing their feelings- -she was`able to say that. 

Radio is often considered the last bastion of conservatism in the media— of 
the Angry White Man. It is more accurate to say, though, that in today’s climate, 
radio is the only medium that selects for “the emperor has no clothes” talk show 
personalities. Our willingness to dismiss the medium with the widest range as if 
it had the narrowest range (angry white men), is really a comment on our need to 
dismiss anything that makes us question Lace Curtain political correctness. 

Two radio networks are, though, quite limited in their range when it comes 
to gender issues: Christian radio and National Public Radio. Christian radio be- 
lieves God intended men to be breadwinners, so gender transition is viewed with 
caution at best. However, Christian radio is male-positive and feminist-negative, 
so men’s health, the powerlessness many men experience, and feminist distor- 
tions of men ate received with open heart. l 

National Public Radio is another story. 1 will take the risk of sharing a per- 
sonal example. When The Myth of Male Power was released, National Public Ra- 
dio invited me to do Talk of the Nation. My publicist at Simon & Schuster told 
me I'd be on the full hour by myself. My publicist was happy, but I was over- 
joyed—-I had just done an hour on the NPR station in the DC area, with Diane 
Rehm, and hundreds of listeners flooded my DC-area evening presentation 
wanting more. Besides, this was the first time since my feminist-only days that I 
had been invited by NPR to present nationally. I began preparing myself. 

A few days before the show, my publicist and I were talking. I told her of my 
enthusiasm, but I felt-a discomfort in her silence. NPR had just informed her 
they wanted to cut me back to the second half hour only and have two feminists 


WHAT A MAN MIGHT SAY WHEN He HEARS, “IT’s MEN IN THE NeEws,... 


WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


do the first half hour (Ellie Sineal, a former president of NOW, and a colleague). 
[ knew the issue wasn’t fairness, since NPR had had hundreds of hour-long 
feminist only shows, so I knew NPR had been “gotten to.” I felt sad, but 1 con- 
soled myself with the format: I'll listen when they talk; they'll listen when I talk. 
I like listening. I like talking. At least everyone has a chance to be heard. 

The show was scheduled while | was on the San Francisco leg of my book 
tour, so I was on the phone. | double-checked with the NPR producer the for- 
mat: half-hour each, no interruption. She confirmed. Fifteen minutes till air 
time. | settled into my meditation preparation. As Ellie and host Ray Suarez be- 
gan the feminist half, | poured some 16-herb Mu tea from one of those Nissan 
stainless steel thermoses. As I heard Ellie speak, memories flooded in---memo- 
ries of leading the “Men for the ERA” portion of NOW’s march on Washington 
when Ellie was president. ‘They wound down. | wound up. Poured some Starbucks. 

Ray Suarez introduced my background with NOW and asked me how The 
Myth of Male Power departs. I began by sharing the positive contributions of 


NOW, of feminism opening up options my mother never had. Then | added a 


first item of departure. Immediately, Ellie and her colleague jumped in. | was 
taken aback, but said nothing. Soon it became apparent I could say nothing! 
Okay, I held off until commercial break so no one needed to be embarrassed. 
What, this is NPR... no commercial break! 

So, on air, live, { reiterated our agreement to alternate listening. I assumed that 
would settle it. Wrong. Ray's response was, “Who is going to respond to what you 
are saying?” | began to say, “One million of the most informed listeners in America,” 
but suddenly Ray interrupted, declaring a need for a break. I’m relieved. Perhaps 
Ray was never fully informed, maybe he felt caught between a rock and a hard 
place. Some seconds pass, then Ray got on the phone with me off the air. 

“We're just going to continue with the women.” 

“Gan you check with your producer about our agreement?” 

“| never make agreements like that. I've got to get back to the show now. . . .” 

Shocked, I called the producer even as the show was continuing. She was 
just as shocked, affirmed our agreement, and affirmed that she had the authority 
to make the agreement- that was all she could tell me. I called Simon & Schus- 
ter. They were dismayed and empathetic, but “I don’t know what we can do.” | 
realized they had a relationship to keep. 

~ Amonth or so later I called the NPR producer again. “We've never had more 
complaints about anything we've done than about Ray disconnecting you. It’s 
over a month later and we're still averaging five calls a day.” 

| volunteered that I was open to working out something, but I could feel that 
she had already gotten into trouble and couldn't afford to jeopardize her job. I let 
it go. NPR never called back. 1 had met the Lace Curtain. 


THE INTERNET: AOL OR AWOL? 


Other than radio, are there outlets for men’s feelings? ‘The. Internet originally 
held out hope. Ini the beginning, it was dominated by men. At first there was not 
much discussion of men and women. ‘hen men discovered the environment was 
safe for discussing relationships. And men began speaking up. Fspecially the 
non-techie men on America Online, which has more American subscribers 
than the next fifteen largest Internet service providers combined.?”° ‘They cre- 
ated forums such as the “Men's Equal Rights” folder, “Moving toward Fquity,” 
and the Men’s Center. But two not-so funny things happened on the way to their 
forum. 

First, censorship. ‘he keyword “women” gives one access to virtually every 
conceivable female interest. At first, the keyword “men” also gave access to a 
more limited range of men’s interests. ‘Then these forums got hot, especially the 
“Men’s Equal Rights” folder. Active dialogue. Men expressing themselves. ‘I'he 
result? All three forums either disappeared or were Closed down without notice. 
AOL subscriber friends informed me they encountered responses like “l'his 
Group Is Not Valid,” and “No longer connected to Internet news groups.”2! 
Nothing seemed to work and certainly not the keyword “men.” 

As you can imagine, AOL got mail. Male mail. And to their credit, they re- 
sponded. Folders like “Moving ‘Toward Equity” had been replaced. But . . . these 
men’s interests could be found only if, would you believe, the men would 
look under the prefix “Feminist Views.” ‘They must post in ValkWomen fold- 
ers and abide by “the AOL, Women’s Forum Rules of the Road.” posted on the 
“ValkWomen main screen.”??? 

Is this chutzpah, or what? Imagine telling women they could express their 
feelings only by searching for “Masculist Views” in ‘TalkMen folders and by fol- 
lowing Men’s Rules of the Road? Right. Not exactly the way we get the emotion- 
ally constipated sex to open up. It’s led to AOL being labeled AWOL, or 
American Women on Line.??? 

Js it fair to declare that if this censorship happened to any other group on the 
Internet that it would have made the front page? Yes. Evidence? When the New 
York Times discovered America Online had suspended the heated debate be- 
tween two opposing discussion groups on Ireland, the suspension made a three- 
column headline on the front page of the Sunday Times.224 And AOL's 
censorship of men? Ignored. 

Oh yes, two things happened. As men were encountering roadblocks to ex- 
pression, women’s pathways to expression were proliferating on the formerly 


male-dominated Internet. Almost every directory page offers special subdirecto- 
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ries tailored to women’s interests that solicit her expression. And hate-men pages 
not only avoid censorship, but thrive. Here’s one run by Kashka, affectionately ti- 
tled (by her) the “All Men Must Die” page. Notice the dead man behind the “All 
Men Must Die’ logo. 





Kashka started the “All Men Must Die” page after she and her boyfriend 
broke up (remember the common denominator of the “hate men” greeting 
cards?). She begins with the Kashka Deathlist, “to put an end to the annoying 
problem that's been troubling our planet for too long. We all know men suck. 
Now what are we going to do about it? The Kashka Deathlist hopes to include 
each and every man on this planet, but . . . first priority to those men who have 
made my life even more annoying than the rest. You know who you are, and you 
are going to DIE” (emphasis Kaslika’s).?*? This web page exceeds 100,000 hits 
per year. If the term “hit man” was sexist before. . . . . 

It is the combination of censorship for men discussing equality with free- 
dom for women compiling death lists that leads many men to feel that their feel- 
ings are consigned to the backseat. 

We would assume, though, that there is one place in which’ men’s feeling 


sume correctly? 


HELPING PROFESSIONS 


A controlled study of social workers judged female clients to be significantly 
more intelligent than male clients, to be more mature emotionally, and therefore 
capable of benefiting from less directive, or more permissive treatment, than 
male clients.226 The study concluded there was discrimination against men. I felt 





that might be a rush to judgment: “Maybe its because the female clients are ill 
more mature . . .” Then I read further: The descriptions of the clients were identi- 
cal—except Mr. T was changed to Mrs. T., or vice versa. 

With the clients’ interchangeability in mind, here’s the most powerful social 
worker bias: The social workers liked the clients labeled “females” better.*2’ 

Does this bias hold with psychologists, who have more training than social 
workers? Let's see. 

One group of therapists was asked to watch a videotape of a simulated coun- 
seling session in which the “client” with problems said he was an engineer whose 
wife stayed home to care for the children. Another group of therapists was asked 
to watch the same “client” with the same problems, but who this time said he 
was a househusband whose wife was an engineer.’ | 

Not a single therapist questioned the domestic arrangement of the client 
who pretended to have a traditional arrangement. Almost all the therapists did 
question the “client” who pretended to be a househusband with questions like, 
“What messages do you have from your childhood about what a man is?” Typical 
solutions were, “You probably need to renegotiate the contract that you've got at 
home.” The therapists rated the man who pretended to be a househusband as 
much more severely depressed even though in both tapes the client insisted he 
was very happy with his work arrangement, his wife, and his family. . 

In actual practice, a Washington Post article describes the experience of 
Dean and his then-girlfriend, who went to see a therapist to discuss, among other 
things, her violence toward him. “During one session, Dean told the therapist 
about an occasion when he had fallen asleep on the couch while watching tele- 
vision. About two a.M., he was awakened by his girlfriend’s pounding on the front 
door. When Dean opened the door, she clobbered him over the head with a glass 
seltzer bottle. Hearing of this incident, the therapist looked at Dean and said: ‘Do 
you often fall asleep in front of the TV? ”?”? l 

That’s the foundation upon which the Lace Curtain in the helping profes- 
sions is built. Increasingly, it is difficult to get funding for such objective and con- 
trolled studies on gender bias, because, as we have seen, if the area is gender, the 
funding is feminist. This underlying bias, though, is just the starting point. 

Feminist therapy is increasingly powerful in the professions of social work 
and psychology. Clinical psychologists study feminist therapy for their licensing 
exam.”*° Graduate training programs in clinical psychology offer it as a specialty 
track. University-run student health clinics hire feminist therapists to counsel 
undergraduates. 

Feminist therapy is now built into the law. It can be used as a legal defense 
in court, allowing a woman who murders her husband to use a Learned Help- 
lessness Defense but not allowing a man who murders his wife to do the same. 
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(Which is a pretty blatant violation of the Fourteenth Amendment's guarantee of 
equal protection.) And feminist therapy is now used to-allow a woman to con- 
tinue having sex with a man for weeks and still claim she was raped. She can ap- 
ply posttraumatic stress syndrome to date rape as the excuse for continuing the 
sex and not reporting the “rape.” 

Feminist therapists have convinced the legal system that a woman would be 
afraid to report a rape if she thought her past would be brought out in the trial. 
So rape shield laws allow her past not to be relevant even if she has made a pat- 
tern of false accusations. They allow only her name to be kept secret, so only his 
reputation is ruined even if he is innocent. ‘The rape shield law forgets that the 
purpose of a trial is to protect the innocent and determine who is guilty, not pro- 
tect a woman even if the man is found innocent. To protect one sex more than 
the other before the trial is a violation of due process because it assumes a 
greater probability of guilt before the trial. Feminist therapy has been strong 
enough for the violation of due process to be virtually ignored. 

It is, though, the everyday practice of feminist therapy that is hurting espe- 
cially the poor and uneducated women it desires to help. When couples are in- 
volved in domestic violence, California law requires treatment programs. in 
which the sexes are portrayed as the races, with men oppressing women as 
whites oppress blacks.??! In many county programs, such as Santa Clara County 
in California, men are lectured by ex-battered women who become untrained 
counselors, but no one is counseled by ex-battered men.?*? 

‘These, though, are the lesser crimes. The real crime is that couples therapy 
is rejected because, by asking the woman to also look at her role, it is seen as “blam- 
ing the victim.” Conversely, a man who denies he abused his wife is assumed to 
be “in denial.” If he says they both hit each other, he is rationalizing. He cannot 
graduate that prograin until he acknowledges what he may not have done. | 

I said this especially hurts poor and uneducated women. How? Women are 
the most financially dependent, and when a program like this promises to help 
the man, it gives her a false sense of security, a reason to stay. When it fails, as 
one-sided blame to a two-sided problem always does, she is there for. the next 
round of violence. 

While feminist therapy holds as a core tenet that there is “never an excuse 
for violence against women,” when women commit violence there is almost al- 
ways an excuse. Even when Khoua Her killed her six children, the headline in the 
Minneapolis Star-Tribune read, “Why Do Mothers Kill Their Children?” featur- 
ing a psychologist explaining that mothers who kill feel totally abandoned.?*? 

Feminist therapy in social work becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy because 
as its biases dominate the social work community it has led to men increasingly 
avoiding social work as a profession, or entering only if they've had a feminist 





studies background in college. The few exceptions have felt the pressure to adapt HH). 


or exit. 

Ironically, even the poor pay of social workers reinforces the unconscious 
feminist bias against the poor. I was on a plane trip a few months ago. ‘The mid- 
twenties man sitting next to me noticed me working on this book, which turned 
out to be the end of my working on this book! He explained he was a social 
worker. And a feminist. And a Marxist. 

I asked him why he was flying on this capitalist-created jet. When he said it 
was for a job interview with a major corporation, I asked him if he didn’t feel that 
a bit ironic, being a capitalist Marxist. He explained, “I’m lonely. I'd like to marry, 
and this job, if I get it, will allow me to triple my pay and afford a family.” 

Now watch. His corporate job and traditional breadwinner role will chal- 
lenge his Marxist feminist ideology. But by the time all that happens, he will no 
longer be a social worker! The poor pay of the social worker forces out of it the 
type of man who would support a family on that pay, who could understand the 
average primary breadwinner man. 

This feminist therapy bias against men, the family, and the poor is especially 
devastating because it is the poor and less-educated families it is the mandate of 
social workers to serve. | 

The term feminist therapist, like feminist scholar, is an oxymoron. 

_ For a bias against one sex to be built into a profession whose ethic is helping 
both sexes is unethical. 

To use that bias to prevent introspection in a profession whose practice is in- 
trospection is malpractice. 


To use public funds to pay for malpractice is corruption. 


CONCLUSIONS AND SOLUTIONS 


The political genius of the women’s movement is feminism’s six unspoken rules: 
define the issues; define an oppressor; sell feminism as the champion of the op- 
pressed; always open options for women; never close options for women; when 
something is wrong, never hold women responsible. The effect? ‘The groups of 
women who benefit will grow, and their aggregate political power will outweigh 
that of any group directly impacted by any one measure. 

The strategy worked because it was driven by working parts: from at-home 
discussions and guerrilla theater to federal legislation and the New York Times in- 
filtration. It worked because although many women didn’t have time, many 
women did and could articulate their resentment. And it worked becatise men’s 
egos were so wrapped up in competing to be a recognized savior that we couldn't 
see that while we were saving wamen in the short run, we were hurting women 
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in the long run because we weren't making a transition with women. Therefore, 
we were really hurting everyone. 

As feminism made a transition from ridiculed “bra burners” to the one-party 
system of gender politics, it lost its checks and balances, and the Lace Curtain 
was woven. The speech codes are an example of how the feminist movement has 
evolved—originally objecting to protective legislation because it discriminated 
against women to now creating protective legislation that allows only women to 
discriminate against men. The speech codes not only deny men free speech and 
equal protection under the law, but by suspending and sentencing a man who vi- 
olates the code, it violates men’s civil rights to pursue education. It is an example 
of women’s liberation evolving into feminist totalitarianism. As such, feminism was 
no different from any other one-party system —or any person without boundaries. 

No solution will address more underlying problems than a willingness to 
confront our instinct to protect women more than men. But that’s long term. In 
the short run, the media, academia, the government and the helping professions 
need to hold up Lace Curtain biases against their founding principles of fairness 
and objectivity. And the taxpayer must demand an investigation of the misuse of 
its money to undermine the government's own mandate to protect both sexes 
equally, the FCC’s own mandate for all sides to be represented by the media, and 
the mission of its public universities to foster freedom of speech and inquiry. 

Finally, corporations must ask whether Lace Curtain biases are making 
them fearful of hiring women and fearful of mentoring women. They must be 
more active in confronting the government with the understanding that the free 
market system has its own built-in punishment to people willing to pay more 
money for less competent help. Any company that really paid a man one dollar 
for a job a woman could do for 76 cents would lose out to any company that hired 
only women. Capitalism’s built-in punishment for short-term discrimination is 
loss of profit; for long-term discrimination: bankruptcy. 

When a company can't hire and can't fire freely, it becomes afraid to hire at 
all—so it outsources, or merges and “downsizes.” Thus forced stability begets in- 
stability; the protection of women is undermined by the protection of women. 
Which is the paradox of protection. 

Opening the Lace Curtain and closing down feminism as the one-party sys- 
tem of gender politics frees women to hear what men at least could say if the me- 
dia, academia, and government were not frustrating the already silent sex. It 
would bring the four major gender perspectives into communication with each 
other. It would provide the groundwork for discussions about redistributing 
housework, child care, and work outside the home within each family; and cre- 


ate more two-sex inclusive solutions to domestic violence, date rape, and sexual 


- 


harassment. It would open up new areas of exploration, from the thirty-four ne- Ally 
glected areas of men’s health to men’s experiences of date rejection and work- 
place entitlement. It would facilitate new science, as in men’s birth control, and 

new studies, as in studies of stepfathering. 

Opening the Lace Curtain also frees women to speak more honestly to other 
women. For example, Amy Gage, a business consultant, shared how female busi- 
ness reporters, constantly on deadline, quietly call men because the men are less 
likely to change their answers after the interview, are less “prickly and sensitive,” 
want less control, are more willing to speak their mind without official clearance, 
are less likely to want a colleague to sit in on interviews, and are more willing to 
talk about profits or revenue.*34 In brief, the men are more willing to take risks 
and be held accountable. ‘To me, this type of honest communication woman-to- 
woman can occur only when neither sex fears being labeled “anti-woman.” 

Realistically speaking, can the Lace Curtain be opened? First, the less real- 
istic, the more necessary. Second, yes, it’s more realistic now than ever before, 
because we have finally invented “men’s telephone”: the Internet. But even a let- 
ter will do. A colleague of mine wrote to America’s Funniest Home Videos about 
the damage to boys’ psyches when being hit in the genitals is so often considered 
so funny.*? Those videos didn’t appear the next season. Coincidence? Maybe; 
maybe not. 

What can you, the reader, do? Live shows allow the most freedom from cen- 
sorship. When you're listening to a live talk show, like Larry King, or PBS’s Wash- 
ington Journal, NPR's Talk of the Nation, or some MSNBC or CN N shows, and 
you hear a Lace Curtain—based misunderstanding about men, call in. The first 
time, just speak from your heart, from your experience; the second time, add 
some data to create a new understanding of the larger picture—move the heart 
and shift the paradigm (just an inch or two). If you're shaking in you boots, give 
a “stage name’ until you feel secure. | 

If you've got a bit more ambition and a talent for organizing, organize a 
protest. Protest the New York Times or your local paper, or AOL. Create a web 
page about the Lace Curtain, reproduce portions of this chapter on the web 
page, and organize a response. E-mail the section to every reporter who falls prey 
to the Lace Curtain, with a copy to her or his boss, and the boss's boss. Start a 
chat room about the Lace Curtain. l | 

If demonstrations are more your style, protest outside a major paper or your 
local TV station. Ask the other media to cover it. On a twenty-foot poster, list all 
the media that refuse. Organize the protest with a telephone tree. Solicit the co- 
operation of one of the organizations on the Resource List at the end of this 


book. : 


WHAT A MAN MIGHT SAY WHEN He HEARS, “IT’S MEN IN THE NEwWS,... 


WOMEN CAN’T HEAR WHAT MEN DON’T SAY 


Make an effort to organize men. There’s a lot of good women out there just 
waiting for a good man to have that perfect blend of enough sensitivity to be in 
touch with his feelings and enough courage to take some initiative. 

No matter what profession you're in, there’s an organization within that pro- 
fession promoting women’s interests and, chances are, no organization promot- 
ing men’s interests. Until there is neither there needs to be both. So form one. If 
you're an elementary school teacher, for example, create the Male Association of 
Teachers in Elementary Schools (MATES), and help us understand about our 
sons and our schools. | 

In brief, we must all take responsibility to bring all four gender parties to the 
table of gender issues—traditional men, traditional women, nontraditional men, 
feminists—to replace the Lace Curtain with open dialogue on how we can allow 
maximum freedom for both sexes without losing sight of our commitments to our 
partners and children. 

Well, this chapter has been exhausting to write. I could tell it was taking its 
toll this morning. I read in the Los Angeles Times about students using the Inter- 
net to pay for others to do their homework assignments on topics like “morality 
in Medea” and the only thing I could see was “morality in the media”! 


N GONCIUSION... 


#, conclusion is often used to inspire. I love inspiration and like inspiring. 
A"k The usual method of inspiring, though, is to skip realities that could be 
roadblocks to inspiration. But to me, when I know I have dealt with reality, I feel 
my hope rests on more solid ground. Inspiration without reality often results in 





disillusion that becomes cynicism and withdrawal. And that’s exactly what has 
happened with many men. 

I will use the conclusion, then, to look at the nature of the metaphorical ele- 
phant that emerges when we piece together all the chapters that are its parts. I 
will give that elephant direction. We will see the greatest opportunity the sexes 
have ever had to love each other, a clearer view of what is preventing that love 
from happening, and why those of us who care about that love being available for 
our children—if not ourselves—must get off our duffs and act. 

The first piece is relationship language. 


RELATIONSHIP LANGUAGE 


If my reader takes away only one thing from Part I, it is that both sexes haye in 
common our desire to be understood. To achieve that goal, nothing is more im- 
portant than the four “relationship language” skills: experiencing empathy 
(“walking a mile in each other's moccasins”); communicating empathy; giving 
criticism so it can be easily heard; hearing criticism so it can be easily given. Of 
these, our vulnerability to personal criticism is what needs the most work—it is 
the Achilles’ heel by which our love for each other is most frequently wounded. 

The good news about the first four chapters is that relationship language, 
like computer language, can be learned. And it facilitates a type of love our par- 
ents couldn't have dreamed of. Which doesn’t mean this love will be better than 
that of our parents. Why not? When technology made it affordable to live with- 
out a partner, marriage was no longer a guarantee of being a team for life. We lost 


the love that grew out of the certainty of being a team forever, “for better or worse.” 


Relationship language has the potential for stabilizing what technology 


destabilized. Without it, our yearning for stability will be so great that we will — 
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look to others to create it for us: We will beg for stabilizing rules and lists of rights 
and wrongs from the law, the church, family, and even universities. With rela- 
tionship language, stability will be a natural byproduct of feeling emotionally safe 
and supported in a relationship. Once relationship language is mastered, 
the church and family can be used as an additional support system, not 
as a substitute legislative system. | 

Notice, though, that I said relationship language has the potential for stabi- 
lizing. No human or technological change occurs without trade-offs. If we create 
change without being prepared for the trade-offs, we raise expectations, breed 
disappointment, and thus destabilize. 

A downside of relationship language as a pathway to understanding is that it 
requires practice—like computer language, it is forgettable if not practiced fre- 
quently. And when we do practice it frequently, another trade-off pops up: We 
expect our partner to do the same. That is, we up our ante. And we can easily be- 
come self-righteous. These grow out of our belief that we have changed more 
than our partner. _ 

The solution? It starts with remembering that because growth is painful and 
we can feel only our own pain, not our partner's, then only our growth is appar- 
ent. This requires pro-actively soliciting our partner's efforts and growth. And 
verbalizing our appreciation. The price of not doing that is that a new set of prob- 
lems—trising expectations and self-righteousness-—will replace the old. 

While both sexes are fearful of expressing their deepest feelings and risking 
the rejection and fights that even one criticism often engenders, we have been 
most blind as to why this fear is embedded in men. Because our survival histori- 
cally depended on men protecting women even at the expense of their own lives, 
any feeling of male weakness makes us cringe, and any criticism of a woman 
makes him look like a bully to others and feel like a bully to himself. Once soci- 
ety has mastered Stage I survival skills, men expressing feelings and criticizing 
lovingly—before they are out of control—-is in: the interest of every family, 
church, and business. 

When a society first enters the Stage II world of balancing survival with self- 
fulfillment, it will overemphasize self-fulfillment and provide options only for 
women. That is happening today in most of Europe, in the United States, 
Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, and in most industrialized urban areas in 
the rest of the world. However, when a society begins to care about men’s 
feelings and self-fulfillment, without neglecting women’s, it is the key 
indicator of a society becoming a mature Stage II society. This will be the 
work of the entire twenty-first century. | 

Why so long? 


THE NEXT EVOLUTIONARY SHIFT: THE EXPECTATION 
OF EQUAL PROTECTION 


Getting men to express feelings requires more than a paradigm shift; it requires 
an evolutionary shift. A shift in how we view the sexes’ historic and genetic role 
of men protecting women. 

Historically, when a woman complained, she discovered who was interested 
in rescuing her. It was a way of finding a savior—not just for herself, but also for 
her children. Complaining is part of what was functional for a woman and her 
family. When a man complained, women ran away. Complaining was -dysfunc- 
tional for men. The man on the white horse, ‘a prince, Christ, Superman, the 
football hero, the brain surgeon, and the Mafia don were not found in therapy, 
Analyze This—style. “Real men” did not attend “burnout” classes. The next evolu- 
tionary challenge of men is the ability to complain without shame (within rea- 
son!); the next evolutionary challenge of women is challenging each other to 
complain less, supporting each other to do more, educating each other that men 
are the allies of people whose slogan is “just do it.” 

Women’s complaints began to be aimed at men big time when they per- 
ceived men’s promise to them- of marriage as economic security for a lifetime— 
to be broken. That began with the divorces of the ‘60s. Divorces meant women’s 
dreams of being “swept away” were swept away. Women were swept into the 
workplace without equal experience and swept back into the meat market of 
men at the age of forty, only to find men more addicted to two twenties than to 
one forty. Men became jerks. Anger was building. The prince on the white horse 
turned from savior to devil. 

There was little anger at men for earning more than women in the workplace 
until:men stopped providing that income to their families. Then the rage at men 
earning more was so deep that no man dared respond, “It’s for longer hours, more 
experience, more-hazardous jobs.” 

Feminism did not plant the seeds of anger. The seeds of both sexes’ anger 
were planted in the soil of each generation’s soul as both sexes in every genera- 
tion repressed self-gratification and made whatever sacrifice it took to make their 
children’s: life better than their own (sometimes without appreciation). But for 
generations this was called love, and, when interpreted this way, it created not 
only survival, but much gratification and considerable community. 

Feminism, however, did not interpret women’s sacrifices-as-love as women’s 
role in a world in which both sexes had learned to love by making sacrifices so 
their children could have what they did not. Feminism held that women’s loving 
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nature made women vulnerable to exploitation by men in a way that was not true 
in reverse. What made women, who had always been men’s partners, vulnerable 


to this interpretation? 
FEMINISM AS SUBSTITUTE MAN 


When divorces left women vulnerable, without their male protector, feminism 
became some women’s substitute. man. Feminism guided women-in-transition. 
Collectively, feminism became women’s labor union, if you will. By making 
women feel the cause of their anger was unique to thern and not a byproduct of 
both sexes’ transition, it developed victim power -as does any union for its mem- 
bers. And, as any labor union does, it defined an enemy. Feminism’s was not 
management, but man. ‘hus empowerment feminism became victim feminism 
became competitive feminism. Divorce had undone the marital team, making 
' women vulnerable to the suggestion of an enemy. | 

In the ’60s and ’70s, when religion represented the restrictions from which 
many women were trying to set themselves free, feminism became the new sav- 
ior of secular women, divorced women, lesbian women, and many single women. 
It became these women's new God the Mother. It nurtured women’s self-esteem 
but also promoted women’s anger by telling her that only she had been socialized 
to focus on others, and that was a conspiracy of the patriarchy, or God the Father. 
It created itself as God and man as Devil. 

In brief, feminism became some women’s substitute man, many women’s 
union, and many secular women's religion. As women’s union, men in the work- 
place became the “bossman” who was portrayed as neither heeding women nor 
needing women; as women’s religion, men at home became “father the patriarch.” 
In combination, men became the devil whose design it was to seduce women 
into dependency on their protection. Like male Sirens. 

Once men were defined as the enemy, and every aspect of sex roles was ex- 

amined from only the female point of view, myths about men were easy to de- 
velop. The greatest of these myths was that male power was designed to serve 
only men rather than also protect women and families. Fach myth in this book 
grows out of that one in combination with the trashing of women’s dream of be- 
ing protected by that power. The result is the most dangerous torcefield of anger 
ever aimed at either sex, one which will leave, if not caught soon, even more gen- 
erations of our children alienated from their dads. 

‘This force field of anger was magnified by two of the three faces of femi- 


nism, the faces that promoted “victim power”... 
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THE POLITICS OF “VICTIM POWER” 


The three faces of feminism- - empowerment feminism, victim feminism, and 
competitive feminism - -have, politically, come in the same package. As feminism 
matures, I witness, on the one hand, millions of women developing sides of 
themselves they never would have discovered thirty years ago; of being assertive 
rather than passive-aggressive, of leading independent rather than dependent 
lives. And this gives me great joy for women, for feminism, and for the little 
piece I contributed to that change. On the other hand, I feel sad that empower- 
ment feminism has never uncoupled from the victim feminism and competitive 
feminism that have created men as the devil. 

Ironically, this unwillingness of empowerment feminism to stand alone has 
been part of feminism’s political genius. ‘The political genius of the women’s 
movement is “feminism’s unspoken holy trinity”: Always open options 
for women; never close options for women; when somethimg is wrong in 
the society, never hold women responsible. Why is this so ingenious? 
Women who benefit will have more interest in advocacy than the people who do 
not benefit will have in protesting. 

Men are confused because “I am woman, I am strong’ does not compute 
with “I am woman; I am victim.” When a man sees a female victim, his reflex is 
to save her; but no one playing the male role is supposed to be saved. Women ^ 
were claiming they could play the male role and were still supposed to be saved. 

From women’s-perspective, there was no contradiction -women were tak- 
ing on new responsibilities and had to he strong, and these new responsibilities 
were often. thrust upon them-- which made them feel like a victim. And it went 
deeper than that. 

Women felt even more victimized because, in the past, most of women’s re- 
sponsibilities came with little accountability. In the past, lack of permission for 
divorce kept the woman from being “fired” from her role. If a child stole some- 
thing, we did not fire the mother for failing in her role. In contrast, if a man 
coached a team that failed, he would expect to get fired. Women had the option 
of setting high standards for themselves, and most did; men had the obligation of 
living up to standards set hy others. 

Feminism reinforced this traditional heritage of women not having anything 
but their.own standards of accountability. A woman was not to be held account- 
able for how she used child support money. If a woman at work wore a miniskirt 
and a low-cut blouse and the wrong man responded, feminists suggested he 
should be held accountable for sexual harassment, but she should not be held 


accountable for sexual solicitation. When a man who hits a woman says, “It was 
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self-defense. She hit me first,” the feminist-response was, “There is never an ex- 
cuse for violence against women.” When a woman hits a man, the response is, 
“What did he do to provoke her?” Women were taking on more responsibility, but 
not more accountability. - 

Although men’s intellect told them that no one who failed to be held ac- 
countable could truly be an equal, men’s savior instinct could not refuse the cry 
of a woman asking for help. So they passed laws protecting women against un- 
wanted sexual overtures; preventing pay discrimination against women, creating 
pay discrimination against men (Affirmative Action), protecting only women 
against stranger violence (the Federal Violence Against Women Act; rape crisis 
centers; date rape laws, rape shield laws) and domestic violence (learned help- 
lessness defenses, battered women’s shelters); to make certain that mothers were 
protected to be mothers (Women, Infants, and Children programs; increased en- 
forcement of child support to moms), but not that dads were protected to be 
dads (no presupposition of joint custody; no “visitation” enforcement). Unlike 
men, when women feel, women speak. And when women speak for protection, 
men make the laws. And so do women. 

The few men who could get in touch with their feelings had no political 
party for an outlet. Men’s concerns do not fall on a continuum between conser- 
vatism and liberalism, but in a triangular relationship. Both conservatives and 
liberals are protective of women and thus reinforce the traditional male-female 

- sex roles, but they use different rationalizations for that protectiveness. The con- 
servative expects women to receive special protection via social custom. The lib- 
eral expects women to receive special protection via government programs. The 
conservative assumes most women want the traditional female roles, and the tra- 

_ ditional female role requires men to protect women. The liberal assumes men’s 
old roles were power and privilege designed to serve men rather than be men’s 
way of protecting women, so the liberal feels women need protection to com- 
pensate for the male power structure. Both conservative and liberal therefore 
conclude that men should protect women, and no one should protect men. 

Are conservatives and liberals in favor of sexual equality? Not really. Special 
protection with real equality is oxymoronic. In the short run, special protection 
goes to the privileged. But too often it becomes a double-edged sword. The man 
who got the Mafia to protect him soon found himself the prisoner of the Mafia’s 
protection. The woman who depends on man-as-protector will find herself male- 
dependent; when she substitutes the government for a man, she soon become 
government-dependent (even tempted to “marry” government subsidies instead 
of men). This is why protecting women creates sexual equality no more than wel- 
fare payments created class equality. 

Alf Is there a legitimate role for protecting women? Yes, there’s a need to protect 


women during transition just as theres a need to protect men in transition. But 1 
protection-in-transition always requires weaning—or phasing out. We have 
been protecting women as a part of women’s rights, not as part of gen- 

der transition. 


HOw DO WE HELP OUR CHILDREN MAKE THE 
TRANSITION TO LOVE? 


How can we use Women Can't Hear What Men Don't Say to help our daughters 
and sons drop the perpetrator-victim paradigm and more effectively love each 
other? Kim’s parents found one way . . . 

Kim's parents saw that Kim was bright and ambitious. When Kim returned 
from parties excited about the popular boys who took an interest in her, Kim's 
parents would listen, of course, but then also.ask for who else was there and what 
Kim’s conversations with those boys were like. They were encouraging her to no- 
tice the quieter men, to pro-actively seek out a man who was loving and caring, 
able to support her career. They told her directly this may come in the package of 
a man who would always earn less than she. Kim found such a man, and rather 
than feel she had disappointed her parents or herself, she was able to take plea- 
sure in her husband being devoted to her, her career, and the children while she 
put more energy into her career than would otherwise have been possible. 

That was the outcome. But as any parent knows, the process of getting there 
was more complex. The man Kim married was Kurt. But Kurt was quieter and 
would never have asked Kim, who was more outgoing, on a date. Kim was afraid 
to call Kurt because the last few boys she had called, well, for one reason or an- 
other, it hadn't turned out that well. One rejected her, one thought she must be 
really interested and tried to take advantage, another was boring. And Kim feared — 
she might be getting a bit of a reputation just for taking initiatives. 

Kim’s parents let her see how her goal, of being a success, was most likely to 
be achieved by learning how to control her life and take risks. The mostly men 
she would be competing with were going to be taking risks by expectation, not 
choice—that if she wanted to be equally prepared she needed to expect herself 
to ask, and keep asking. She needed to not just risk failure, but experience fail- 
ure: that the experience of failure was a prerequisite to success.-And there was 
no better time to experience failure than when she had the support system of her 
family there for her. (What Kim didn’t understand is that this was as difficult for 
her parents to say as it was for her to hear!) 

Kim's dad let Kim know how scared he was to ask out girls when he was in 
high school. He explained that she could have what most girls have--—“veto 


power’—by saying yes or no to guys who choose her, or have “original choice 
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power’ by choosing exactly the boy she wanted. Asking out, rather than waiting 
to be asked, was preparation for controlling her own life. Both in the world of 
work and in the world of love. 

Kim's brightness allowed her to understand all this intellectually, but she 
was attractive enough to be asked out, and emotionally she liked being sought af- 
ter a lot more than fearing rejection. And what really got to Kim was being ex- 
pected to pay for guys she had asked out. Which meant she had to work longer 
hours at jobs she liked less. As she said, only half-jokingly, “You’d think if I risk 
the rejection, at least the guy could pay!” Her dad understood the sentiment. 

Kim had a lot of second thoughts about what her parents were asking her to 
consider, but by her senior year she was voted “most likely to succeed” and had a 
reputation for being her own person and having a compassion for boys shared by 
no other girl. She had a reputation, all right, but it was one of respect, exactly be- 
cause of the courage it took to achieve. 

Kim’s parents also had a lot of second thoughts. The area that was the most 
difficult was sex. If they encouraged Kim to ask a guy out, were they indirectly en- 
couraging her.to initiate sex? They had attended my workshops a few times and in- 
tellectually agreed with me that our attitude that sex is dirty and our sons should 
initiate the dirt is at the heart of the mistrust of men experienced by so many 
women, but it was another thing to even discuss with Kim the importance of shar- 
ing risks of rejection. They agreed that telling only boys:to “initiate the dirt” left 
boys with shame and guilt and girls with innocence, but when it came to sex, they 
were fearful of diluting Kim's innocence. What they did do, though, was have these 
discussions openly with Kim. Kim's friends soon wanted “in” on these discussions. 

What Kim’s parents paid a lot of attention to was exposing Kim to the option 
of sharing roles without forcing it down her throat. They didn’t want to make her 
into “their experiment”—into a social guinea pig. They seemed to come the clos- 
est to achieving with Kim when they worked on sharing roles themselves—mod- 
eling, not lecturing. 

For most parents, modeling usually means our children seeing Dad do more 
of the three C’s: cooking, cleaning, and child caring. And usually means our chil- 
dren seeing Mom do more of the three P’s: performing, paying, and pursuing. 

If you have younger children, and you think these messages are getting 
through to them, double-check by asking them to draw some pictures: “Draw a 
picture of the house being cleaned,” or “Draw a picture of dinner being paid for,” 
or “Draw a picture of the dishwasher being loaded and one of us kissing the per- 
son loading the washer.” Watch who they put in which role. 

Double-check by observing the questions we ask our children during their 
years of dating. Are we saying “Why don't you call her?” to your son more than 

Alf “Why don't you call hime” to your daughter? Before they leave on the date, are we 





more likely to give our daughter a curfew than our son? Are we giving her more {Jf 


warnings about a boy manipulating her into sex with false promises of marriage 
than we are giving him about a girl manipulating him into marriage with false 
promises about being on birth control? 

If you're a single man and are secure enough, let a woman know on the first 
date that you'd like to be deciding together what to do on a second date, and, just 
as you both share in the decision, you'd like it if both of you shared the expenses. 

If youre a woman, and you like the idea of a man who cooks, cleans, and 
cares, ask yourself this question: Is the man I’m sitting with more likely to find it 
easier to provide me with the four Cs it takes to buy a fine diamond (cut, clarity, 
cost, and carat size) or the three Cs it takes to care, cook, and clean? 

The solution for men? Being secure enough to feel worthy of a woman's 
company without feeling he has to pay for her more than she pays for him. 
(Whether in the form of dates, dinners, drinks, diamonds, or a dull, demanding 
job.) Being vulnerable enough to let a woman know these feelings. Being brave 
enough to “weed out” the women who cannot hear his feelings due to her need 
for a “success object” (a man who provides an economic security blanket from 
which she has more options to raise the children than he). ‘hese are masculin- 
-ity’s new rites of passage. 

On a societal level, the issue to me is not what the sexes choose to do, but 
that they have equal opportunity to make all choices. I favor a generation or two 
of affirmative action incentives for both sexes, but only in those areas where gen- 
der socialization has effectively discouraged a sex. Today this means helping 
women in areas like construction, welding, mining, trucking; helping men be at 
home with the children, do elementary school teaching, nursing, improving read- 
ing, verbal, and emotional skills. | 

Prescriptions, though, are different than predictions. Were | to venture my 
top ten predictions about the sexes for the next century, in David Letterman or- 


der of priority, here are some possibilities. 


WARREN’S Top TEN PREDICTIONS ABOUT WOMEN AND MEN 
FOR THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY 


10. Domestic Violence—-Domestic violence will slowly emerge as a two-sex is- 
sue. As the male-perpetrator assumption is questioned, the addition of 
shelters and hotlines for men will lead to treatment programs placing 
greater emphasis on prevention via communication skills. Men will grad- 


ually feel more welcome into the social work profession again. 


9. Marriages of Executive Women and Multi-Option Men. --Men will more 
frequently seek the option of caring for the children and working out of 
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the home, and making proportionately less money than wives who have 
away-from-home careers. Simultaneously, being the primary breadwinner 
will become a strategy for top-executive women to attain the support they 
need to break through the “glass ceiling.” These marriages will be about 
average in stability, but breakups will often be high profile and establish 


legal precedents as to whether laws designed to protect women will also 


protect these men. Most of the breakups will be catalyzed by women hav- 
ing affairs with men they meet through work, and men complaining about 
being taken for granted. 


. Female Team Sports---Female team sports will grow in popularity so that 


the average person will recognize the names of the heroines of female 
team sports (not just the heroines of individual sports like tennis, ice skat- 
ing, gymnastics, swimming). Girls will play more unsupervised, unpro- 
tected team sports before and after school, sandlot style. Girls’ soccer, 
basketball, and volleyball will make the first breakthroughs. Girls’ partic- 
ipation in team sports will have a positive impact on girls’ happiness in 
life, success at work and marital happiness. 


. The Lace Curtain—-Of the four major components of the Lace Curtain 


(media, academia, government, and helping professions), the media will 
lead the way in balancing their news coverage with attention to the per- 
sonal stories of men and mey’s issues. The government and helping pro- 
fessions will follow suit, with universities dragging behind. It will take 
more than a decade for men’s studies programs to focus on the real feel- 
ings of most men rather than feminist perspectives on the problems men 
cause. Lawsuits will initiate some of these changes in all four areas. 


. Discrimination Against Women and Its Irony--Companies’ fear of sexual 


harassment lawsuits, sex discrimination accusations, and demands for 
flexible hours, child care, and maternity leave will lead to underground 
discrimination against women as in-house employees, especially in low- 
and mid-level positions. Fear of sexual harassment lawsuits will make the 
mentorship of women by executive men less common. Women will be 
hired more as independent contractors, and on a project basis. Ironically, 
this discrimination against women will ultimately benefit many women, 
who will develop new ways of looking at financial security (many clients 
rather than one employer), and more self-starting and risk-taking skills. 
Many will feel more in common with many men. 


. Discrimination Against Men—Lawsuits will allege discrimination in hir- 


ing men as elementary school teachers, nurses, flight attendants, cocktail 


servers, secretaries, and receptionists. Male affirmative action will be- 44 
come a political issue. The pay-equity debate will reemerge, but this time 
` with both sexes alleging discrimination. Guidelines to determine dis- 
crimination will become more complex. (This will be the subject of my 


book 25 Ways to Higher Pay.) 


. Protecting Women—-The legal system will confront the constitutionality 
of male-only draft registration, the Violence Against Women Act, the 
“learned helplessness” defense, the rape shield law, Women, Infant, and 
. Children Programs, Offices of Women’s Health, and other laws that pro- 
tect women more than men. 


. Relationship Language and our Children—Grammar schools will make 
the four “relationship language” skills (experiencing empathy; communi- 
cating empathy; giving criticism so it can be easily heard; hearing criti- 
cism so it can be easily given) part of required curriculum. Some schools 
will give these as much priority as computer language and teach these at 
the same, age children learn reading. Many schools will be stimulated to 
provide these programs after mass shootings by teenage boys who feel re- 
jected and unable to gain attention constructively and therefore do it 
destructively, often followed by suicide. When relationship language cur- 
riculum stems this tide best it will be when the curriculum also integrates 
male-sensitive outreach programs, and as fathers become more involved 
with their sons, providing a balance of nurturance and discipline. 


. A Mens Birth Control Pill—A men’s birth control pill will alter men’s lives 
and male-female relationships almost as much as the female pill did for 
women: It will reduce commitment borne of women becoming pregnant 
without the man's agreement, and therefore reduce men’s fear of commit- 

ment and increase men’s trust in women; it will lead to many fewer pre- 
‘marital pregnancies; there will be fewer abortions; it will lead to men 
taking more responsibility for children; it will be used by poor men more 
than people believe. A men’s birth control pill will sell better than Viagra. 


. Fathers—Fathers’ issues will be to the early twenty-first century what 
women’s issues were to the late twentieth century. Fathers will have 
greater success obtaining joint.and primary custody. Denial of “visitation” 
will be treated more seriously. More men will ask for paternity tests. Sin- 
gle dads will increasingly work out of their home and will continue to be 
less likely than women to receive child support, either from the mother or 
the government, even when he has sole custody of the children. Single 
dads will become between 25 and 30 percent of single parents by 2015. 
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For the first time in history, the sexes have an opportunity to redefine love, 
to create not a woman's movement blaming men, or a men’s movement blaming 
women, but a gender transition movement. 

In the past, we have been challenged by a paradox: Political movements 
have been led mostly by unhealthy people, but few healthy changes have oc- 
curred without political movements. 

In the future, we are challenged with the possibility of a movement produc- 
ing healthy changes being led by mostly healthy people. This will happen only if 
men do their homework, study their internal worlds, have the courage to take 
their perspectives to the external world, and invite women to join them. Men 


can't say what men don’t know, and women can’t hear what men don't say. 
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APPENDIX 


1. Lisa Brush analyzed the findings of the National Survey of Families and Households, which sam- 
led 9,643 households with 13,017 respondents. 

2. etter from Lisa D. Brush, June 15, 1991. 

3. hee numbers were randomly generated within a suburban, middle- to upper-class neighbor- 
ood. 

Randomly selected telephone sample from Delaware. 

5. Sampling from Pennsylvania: 80% random; 20% parents of children in day care. Husbands abu- 
"give in 25% of families; wives in 29% of families. 
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